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The major media have pulled out all the stops to portray the victory of Nelson Mandela 
and the African National Congress as the birth of freedom in South Africa. In order to do so, 
however, the media have had to ignore certain key facts that clash with the rosy picture they are 
trying to paint. 

For example, in its flattering coverage of Mandela's victory rally in downtown 
Johannesburg, the May 3rd New York Times noted the presence of Joe Slovo, referring to him as 
"a gray-haired white man" and "a weathered leader of the anti-apartheid struggle." But what the 
Times article did not say is that this "weathered leader of the anti-apartheid struggle" is, in fact, 
the chairman of the South African Communist Party (SACP). Subsequently, Mandela picked 
Slovo to be minister of housing and welfare in the new government. 

The next day's New York Times, in another article celebrating Mandela's "democratic" 
triumph, stated, "The same nation that a year ago watched rioters in the streets after the killing of 
a black liberation hero, Chris Hani, watched Mr. Hani's widow twist the cork from a bottle of 
champagne Monday night and pour for Nelson Mandela, who toasted his former enemies live on 
national television." Black liberation hero? Chris Hani was the general secretary of the SACP at 
the time of his assassination, but the Times story did not mention that fact. 

The major media have been glorifying the ANC as a freedom organization when in fact it 
is riddled with communists who openly cling to a philosophy that is anathema to anybody who 
values freedom. The media certainly know about the ANC-SACP connection; at a SACP rally in 
July 1990 that drew 60,000 supporters, 15 leading ANC members stepped forward to reveal their 
party memberships. Nelson Mandela, who maintains he is not a communist, shared the platform 
at that meeting with Joe Slovo. That revealing event received little play in the U.S. media when it 
occurred, and is all but forgotten now. 

Yet even now pieces of the truth occasionally slip out amidst all the propaganda. The 
May 9th issue of Time magazine, for instance, mentions, "No fewer than 16 of the top 50 names 
on the A.N.C. parliamentary election list are members of the Communist Party." But Time 
quickly points out that "they have forsworn Stalinism," as if that makes membership in a party 
that has never forsworn Marxism-Leninism somehow acceptable. 

In its attempt to repackage the ANC the press has also been mostly silent on the 
organization's terrorist past. Again, the information is available. As recently as 1988 the U.S. 
government listed the ANC as a terrorist organization in a publication entitled Terrorist Group 
Profiles. A favorite tactic of ANC terrorists has been "necklacing" -- placing a gasoline-filled tire 
around the neck of a victim and then lighting it -- but many Americans have never heard of it. 

Then, of course, there is the media's glorification of Nelson Mandela as both the George 
Washington and the Abraham Lincoln of South Africa. This is the same Nelson Mandela who, 
on the day of his release from prison, told a mass rally, "I salute the South African Communist 
Party for its sterling contribution to the struggle for democracy." This is the same Nelson 
Mandela who, three months later, paid a glowing tribute to the despicable communist regime in 
Cuba, claiming that "there is one thing where that country stands head and shoulders above most 
of the countries of the world: it is its love of human rights and of freedom." And this is the same 
Nelson Mandela who has praised Yasser Arafat, Fidel Castro, and Moammar Gadhafi. 
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In this issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, we devote major space to explaining what is 
really happening in South Africa, starting with our Front Page story (page four) and continuing 
with a series of special reports (replacing our regular "American Opinion" feature) that begins on 
page 23. The truth, as our writers and researchers painstakingly demonstrate, is that the ANC 
triumph is, in effect, a communist triumph. To those who cannot imagine that the news media 
could be so wrong in their coverage of the ANC and Mandela, we remind them that that same 
media once portrayed Castro as the George Washington of his country. 


-- GARY BENOIT 
FRONT PAGE Red Dawn Over 
South Africa 
William P. Hoar 


The ANC and the SACP take control 


As May Day arrived, even before an official announcement, it was obvious that Nelson 
Mandela was going to be the new president of South Africa. Newsweek rushed through a cover 
of Mandela brandishing a communist clenched-fist salute as part of the celebration. The 
laborious counting process showed the African National Congress (ANC) with 63 percent of the 
vote, followed by the outgoing National Party (NP) with 20 percent, and the Inkatha Freedom 
Party (IFP) with 11 percent. The Freedom Front came in fourth with 2 percent. 

In provincial elections, the ANC came in first in seven of nine of the new electoral 
divisions. In the Western Cape, buoyed by the anti-ANC animus among the large colored 
population, the National Party finished first; in KwaZulu/Natal, home base of the Zulus, the 
Inkatha Freedom Party came in first. 

Communist Party Dominance 

The three days of voting (which was extended by one day in some of the former 
"homelands" due to long lines and logistical problems) consisted of two ballots: One for the 
400-seat National Assembly, and the other for the regional assemblies. The new governing party 
-- the ANC -- was installed on May 10th, with Mandela seated as president. The dominance of 
the South African Communist Party (SACP) in the new regime was plainly evident by the 
cabinet appointments. First Deputy President Thabo Mbeki, Foreign Minister Alfred Nzo, 
Defense Minister Joe Modise, Police Minister Sidney Mufamadi, and Housing and Welfare 
Minister Joe Slovo are some of the top communists appointed by Mandela. The second deputy 
president slot went to F.W. de Klerk, whose National Party had the second highest total. The 
Freedom Front, comprised mainly of white "rightwingers" who decided to participate in the 
election, predicted that history will show the relationship between the NP and ANC to be 
"similar to that of the black-widow spider using and discarding its mate..." 

Slovo, the chairman of the SACP, is widely recognized as the key individual who will 
exercise the real power behind the throne. Mbeki, who, as the ANC's globe-trotting envoy, has 
been favored with high visibility and international contacts, was long considered the front-runner 
as Mandela's successor. His placement in the number two spot edges out his top rival and 
oft-mentioned heir to Mandela, Cyril Ramaphosa. Modise's appointment was not unexpected and 
is one of the chilling reminders of the icy reality beneath all of the warm, fuzzy rhetoric about 
"reconciliation." As a protégé of Joe Slovo and military commander of the ANC's terrorist arm, 
Umkhonto we Sizwe, Modise has been responsible for planning and carrying out one of the most 
vicious and violent terror campaigns of the decade. 

The proportion of the vote for each party on the ballot determines its number of seats in 
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the National Assembly. The nine regional parliaments, or provincial legislatures, choose ten 
members each for a 90-member Senate. The entire parliament -- National Assembly and Senate 
-- will serve as a constituent assembly to write a permanent constitution. 

Don't be deceived by the appearance of federalism. The basis for what has been called a 
"negotiated revolution" was cooked up by Joe Slovo, whose candidates ran under the ANC's 
banner. Writing in the African Communist, the SACP magazine, Comrade Slovo explained, for 
example, that the "sunset clause" would mean compulsory powersharing for only a fixed period, 
but which would eventually fall by the wayside. 

In a recent interview with THE NEW AMERICAN, Leon Louw, chairman of the Free 
Market Foundation of South Africa and coauthor of the book After Apartheid, pointed out that 
the communists are among those pretending to back federalism, but by including "weasel words" 
had actually planted in the constitution a basis for central government dominance. 

Louw also compared the thinly veiled alliance between the National Party and the ANC 
to the situation in George Orwell's Animal Farm, in which the oppressed and oppressor changed 
positions but remained otherwise indistinguishable. As for the "democracy" hailed by the West, 
Louw described real pressures on candidates of all races, who would have liked to run for office 
but who did not out of fear for their lives. 

A senior official for the United Nations observer mission admitted to Louw that since the 
international community wanted the South African elections to be free and fair, that is just what 
would be announced -- unless, said Louw, "some blatant and inescapable conflagration forced 
the UN to declare otherwise." 

Reports abound of such irregularities as missing ballots, stuffed ballot boxes, poor 
security procedures, ballot boxes opened too soon in violation of election rules, ballots that didn't 
include Inkatha, and widespread voter fraud. Even Nelson Mandela (early, before the party line 
hardened) spoke of "massive sabotage" of the vote, while F.W. de Klerk said an investigation 
was needed, then conceded defeat to Mandela. But the election will undoubtedly go down as 
"free and fair." 

Numbed by Violence 

On the first full day of voting, the New York Times remarked on its front page about the 
"most startling" statistic: Despite a bombing in Johannesburg's international airport, police didn't 
report a single person killed in election-related violence on that "Liberation Day" for blacks. This 
of course did not mean that tranquility had arrived with balloting -only that 100,000 soldiers, 
reservists, and police deployed around some 9,000 polling places helped hold down incidents. 

Two weeks earlier, South Africa's Pretoria News predicted that a "thin blue line and a 
thicker khaki line are what make orderly political transition a more likely scenario in South 
Africa than chaotic uhuru (freedom)." Among the official measures were "maximum visibility in 
all areas by means of intensive patrols in all residential areas and on route to polling stations." 
The Pretoria News continued: "Spotting will be done from the air and fixed observation posts, 
while there will be maximum use of video cameras. 'By the day of the election our forces will be 
at a peak,' says Major-General Opperman, a former infantry commander who is now director of 
communications at Defence Headquarters." 

Curiously, the observation that South Africa was then a "police state" didn't crop up 
much in the liberal media, as when Mandela agreed with President F.W. de Klerk that sending in 
the tanks and troops in a near-invasion, as part of a declared state of emergency, was required in 
KwaZulu, where the ANC's largest rival, Inkatha, is concentrated. 

There has been so much violence in South Africa, as part of the subversion by the 
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African National Congress and its Communist Party allies, that when mass murder takes a mild 
respite for elections, the result is called a fulfillment of dreams for mankind. Since Nelson 
Mandela was released in 1990 -- a "political prisoner" for 27 years for attempting to overthrow 
his government by armed revolution -- there have averaged at least 65 political killings in South 
Africa each week. 

Inkatha as Scapegoat 

The main villain held up by the international left as most responsible for disunity is Zulu 
Chief Mangosuthu Buthelezi, who has resisted being pulled along by the tag team of de Klerk 
and Mandela. His holdout for a better deal for the Zulus and the Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP), 
and his emphasis on a less centralized government within a federal system, has earned Buthelezi 
the title of "spoiler." Many, whether consciously or not, were echoing South African Communist 
Party head Joe Slovo's reference to Buthelezi and the IFP as "a mere smell in history." 

Consider how the press and then-ruling National Party government rolled over when 
Zulus demonstrating in downtown Johannesburg in March were massacred. When police in 1960 
shot black protestors advancing on a police station, killing 69, and brought on an official 
emergency and the banning of the ANC and communists, it caused an ‘international outcry. But 
when ANC thugs were involved in the recent carnage in which some 56 marchers were killed in 
the streets and more than 400 were wounded, there was little public complaint that the incident 
led to the declaration of a state of emergency. 

The worst of the bloodbath, details of which are still unclear, occurred outside the 
21-story Shell House where the ANC headquarters are located. The marchers had obtained the 
proper permission. Suspicions about ANC instigation of the shooting, which involved snipers 
from rooftops, were heightened by the fact that no ANC members were injured. Moreover, when 
police arrived at ANC headquarters with search warrants, Mandela himself prevented them from 
entering. The excuse given by the police for not using their warrants was so not to upset the 
working relationship the government had with the ANC; in other words, "democracy" is served 
by allowing killing with impunity. 

After reverberations from the incident had died down, and a state of emergency was 
declared in Natal Province, Mandela was asked if his backing of that decree showed how he 
would react when facing future political opposition. Mandela declined to answer what he called 
an "esoteric" question. In reference to his not admitting the police to search ANC headquarters 
after the murder of Inkatha members, Mandela barked, "I am entitled to negotiate with law and 
order officials." 

With blood of Zulus still on the pavement, and with ANC contempt for the law so blatant, 
the New York Times charged (in an editorial called "The Culprit in South Africa") that "there can 
be little doubt that the larger responsibility for this tragedy lies with Mangosuthu Buthelezi...." 

Buthelezi, a week before the voting, having been given promises of official recognition 
for a Zulu homeland, announced that he had "decided to make compromises to avoid a great deal 
more bloodshed and carnage." 

Menacing Backdrop 

The low-level civil war that led up to the election was, for the most part, reported by the 
liberal media in the U.S. as though the Zulu-led Inkatha Freedom Party was the sole perpetrator. 
Consider a typical Newsweek article, the tone of which is conveyed by its headline, "Warrior of 
Intimidation: Buthelezi's only card is violence." 

Of course, while Zulus have done their best by their warrior forebears, this neglects even 
grosser violations by the ANC, whose members have been behind the killing of hundreds of the 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


leaders of the Inkatha Freedom Party. When Buthelezi tried to negotiate a postponement of 
voting, the ANC/SACP refused. SACP head Joe Slovo, reported the Daily Telegraph of London, 
argued that "delaying would send a message that anyone who was willing to kill enough people 
and cause enough chaos would get what he wanted. 'That is exactly what Buthelezi wants,' he 
said. 'He is not going to get it." 

The ANC has been looking ahead toward consolidating power as rapidly as possible. 
Even before the voting, the ANC was supportive of detaining people without charges. The Star 
of Johannesburg recently uncovered files from the ANC intelligence department, which give 
detailed directions on how to infiltrate and spy on rivals. With the exception of Jacob Zuma, who 
headed up the ANC's regional list in KwaZulu/Natal, there is, as The Economist has 
acknowledged, "a conspicuous lack of Zulus in the ANC's inner circle." 

A senior government official close to F.W. de Klerk remarked before the election that the 
ANC-Inkatha conflict was already a "high-grade civil war," and was quoted in the Sunday Times 
of London as saying that the "ANC wants to annihilate Inkatha and destroy Buthelezi. It's as 
simple, and as horrible, as that." Consider one largely unreported episode, which occurred less 
than two weeks before the election: Four men and a 14-year-old boy, members of Inkatha, were 
found (only after one escaped) caged and badly beaten in the basement of a regional ANC office 
in Johannesburg. The ANC "explained" that the incident had nothing to do with them and was 
"an individual doing his own investigation." 

Tribal war in Africa is not limited to Rwanda, though Rwanda's reported 200,000 deaths 
in weeks dwarfs South Africa's casualties; the combatants in that central African region literally 
determine whom to kill by their heights and shapes of their noses. There is more elitism and 
racism there than any promoter of apartheid ever dreamed of for South Africa. In many ways the 
voting in South Africa was an ethnic census and reflection of intimidation. Pre-election polls 
indicated that a full half of the black population live in what are one-party areas, with significant 
numbers of them believing that their neighbors would know how they voted and would be hard 
on anyone who disagrees with them politically. 

More than half of all blacks who would go on to vote for the ANC live in such one-party 
areas and 58 percent of them were brave enough to say beforehand that the ANC was using its 
local control to force people to vote for its candidates. When, during balloting, Nelson Mandela 
spoke about the "massive sabotage" of votes in black areas, as logistical and other problems were 
encountered, he was in reality voicing his concern that the bloc voting in ANC base areas might 
not be sufficiently strong. 

There are many ways to control voting. "Suppose," writes veteran British journalist R.W. 
Johnson, "that some township 'comrades' necklaced one of your neighbors back in 1988 and that 
they are now telling you in no uncertain terms how they want you to vote. Since then you have 
been through more 'mass action' stayaways -- enforced by teenage gasoline bombers at the bus 
stops -- than you can easily remember. It's impossible to put a face or even a date on such 
intimidation; it has long ago become structural to the way you live." Those who have seen video 
footage of such necklacings and mob viciousness can well imagine how influential such a threat 
can be, particularly if that threat lives next door to you. 

ANC Economics 

About two out of five South African blacks cannot read and only about one in three 
passed finishing school examinations last year. How qualified that makes an electorate -- when a 
full half of the voters are illiterate or semi-literate -- is a question one is not supposed to ask 
these days. Yet, even illiterates heard Winnie Mandela, estranged wife of Nelson, promising that 
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farms of right-wing whites would be "repossessed" after the election. When pressed as to 
whether she was pushing for forcible seizures, Winnie remarked, "Comrade journalist, that is 
outside the scope of this meeting." 

The "Mother of the Nation," as Winnie was called more often before her conviction 
stemming from the kidnapping and murder of a young man by her "bodyguards," is used to her 
role as firebrand. To screaming crowds, Mrs. Mandela promised: "The ANC will forever change 
your lives. Never again will we have street kids because all the children will be given free and 
compulsory education for up to ten years; we will give you free medical services, jobs, houses, 
and build you clinics." Parents, she added -- with a touch of the threat that she made famous by 
endorsing "necklacings" -- who do not send "their children to school will be the first prisoners of 
the ANC government." 

It was the ANC and like-minded radicals who brought about the "lost generations" of 
black South Africans who torched their own schools, and who have refused to pay for utilities, 
rents, and mortgages. It's easier to make things "ungovernable," as the ANC did, than to govern. 
Comrade Winnie told shantytown residents that if the ANC fails to keep its promises to them, 
"Please come and fetch me from Parliament. | will come and lead you against my own 
government." 

Before the election, Mandela and his backers tried to talk out of both sides of their 
mouths. Radical backers were encouraged that, yes, there would be redistribution of land, a 
breaking up of white business conglomerates, massive construction of public housing, and state 
control of mining. At the same time, they attempted to reassure others that there wouldn't be 
wholesale and immediate nationalization and redistribution of wealth. Of course, it is much more 
effective to steal piecemeal when you can write the "laws" to make it legal. 

When Nelson Mandela and F.W. de Klerk debated in mid-April, some of the excesses of 
the ANC's promises were brought out by the outgoing de Klerk, who then undercut his remarks 
by saying that both his party and the ANC were promising "very much the same thing." De Klerk 
did point out that the ANC wanted even greater centralization and that the costs of its promises 
were being grossly understated. "I've had a independent investigation done," de Klerk 
commented. "In the first year, implementation of that plan will cost 70 billion rand. That 70 
billion rand is just a little bit less than the total income from personal income tax of the state. It 
means that the taxpayers’ income tax will be doubled if we have to raise the 70 billion and that 
their tax on cigarettes, on beer, on petrol will also be doubled .... [Y]ou can't save it from the 
defense budget." Cutting from the defense budget, noted de Klerk, will be more difficult because 
the ANC is adding 12,000 new "MKs" -- a term for members of Umkhonto we Sizwe, the ANC's 
terrorist arm -- into the military. 

After balloting, Mandela acknowledged that more taxes would be added before his 
proposal was snipped. "Everybody is bound to pay a fair tax -- everybody," which bodes ill 
coming from someone who supports Marxist leveling. What if the price tag is much higher? 
Well, answered Mandela, the ANC's plan "is the minimum policy which we have to address the 
basic needs of the people. It is inconceivable that any time we will cut down on that policy." 

Flowing U.S. Aid 

Liberals refuse to believe that problems can't be solved by hurling money at them. Thus it 
is that after hundreds of billions of dollars have been spent on aid to Africa, most African 
countries are dictatorships of one sort or another and three-quarters of the poorest nations in the 
world are located on the dark continent. How long can this be blamed on colonialism? Since the 
end of the colonialist era, the U.S., the World Bank, and others from the developed world have 
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contributed more than $300 billion to Africa and yet, as Ted Galen Carpenter of the Cato 
Institute has pointed out, per capita income in the early 1990s was actually lower than in the 
early 1970s. 

Commerce Secretary Ron Brown, even before the election, said that the U.S. had plans to 
double the amount of financial aid to South Africa, despite acknowledging that "salvation is not 
going to come from an aid package," but rather from investments and trade (managed trade, of 
course). The Commerce Department has already been working on a U.S.-South Africa Business 
Development Committee to draw back in the companies and investors that were chased out 
before. 

The Clinton Administration, if it believes in anything at all, believes in symbolism. So 
the President has just promised funds for South Africa "to help it navigate a new course for all its 
people." The aid package, after some shifting of funds from other accounts, is expected to be in 
the range of $200 million annually. It will never be enough for the left: Some advocates, reported 
the Los Angeles Times, "contend that because the Administration has hailed the dismantling of 
apartheid as a historic event, like the demise of communism in Eastern Europe, the aid should 
have the same magnitude as assistance to the former Communist states." Regardless of the 
amount, little will reach the deserving; despite the eyewash, the money is not really expected to 
help. International welfare inhibits initiative and sets up dependency, just as welfare does when 
given to individuals. 

But foreign aid is part of the way the new world order works. The idea is, as Marxist 
dictator Julius Nyerere of Tanzania once put it, "in one world, as in one state, when I am rich 
because you are poor, and I am poor because you are rich, the transfer of wealth from the rich to 
the poor is a matter of right; it is not an appropriate matter for charity." 

In fact, the recipients view it as their right -- an institutional right. As a World Bank 
official told an audience in the West several years ago, as quoted in The Destruction of a 
Continent: "The most important principle underlying a new framework must be a clear 
recognition by the international community that the resource transfer from the rich to the poor 
nations cannot continue to remain as totally voluntary acts of periodic generosity: an element of 
automaticity must be built into such resource transfers." 

Such a transfer is expected to occur shortly, with a package of aid to be delivered 
automatically to South Africa's new revolutionary government by Vice President Al Gore, 
including funds from several U.S. Cabinet agencies. The move also stamps official U.S. approval 
on the ANC/communist winning ticket. 

For additional information on South Africa, see the special section on pages 23 through 36. 


Effective with this issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, our new column "Insider Report" will 
replace "Review of the News." The latter has had a long-standing tradition with this magazine, 
which was created in 1985 by merging the old Review of the News magazine with another 
publication called American Opinion. The swirl of current events, however, is such that a 
preview of the news would be much more valuable than a mere review of the news. Through this 
column -- which examines Insider machinations, agendas, and pronouncements that help set 
trends and shape tomorrow's headlines -- we hope to provide it. -- Ed. 


The Crime "Wave." According to an FBI report made public on May Ist, violent crime 
declined one percent in 1993 over the previous year. The murder rate, which rose three percent, 
was an exception to this trend, but still represented a net decrease from 1991 (the murder rate had 
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declined 3.8 percent in 1992). 

Jack Levin, professor of sociology and criminology at Boston's Northeastern University, 
does his best to place an alarming spin on the new FBI statistics. "This may be the last good 
report that we see in a long time. This is the lull before the crime storm that we're going to have 
in this country the next decade." Levin asserts that the "Generation X" crime wave has yet to 
begin. Of course, the supervisors of the Welfare State can help make Levin's prophecy come 
true. 

Russia. Frank Gaffney of the Center for Security Policy warns of the continued influence of 
Russia's "red managers" -former Communist Party officials who are once again dominating the 
government. In reality, the old communists never left: Boris Yeltsin and most of those under him 
were career Communist Party members until they saw a more lucrative career in "reform" 
through pseudo-privatization. 

Since 1989, Establishment conservatives -- led by the Wall Street Journal -- have been 
braying about the so-called "victory" for the free market in Russia brought about by the failure of 
hard-line communists to supplant the Yeltsin-led "reformers." However, the "reformers" have 
merely presided over the Potempkin privatization of a few industries, while leaving the 
entrenched "red managers" in power. The result is an increasingly corrupt corporatist system ripe 
for Insider control. 

International Gun Control. The April issue of Europe magazine profiles the gun control 
laws of European Union (EU) nations. Not surprisingly, all but France have generally banned or 
severely restricted firearms ownership. The impression conveyed by the article is that the United 
States is alone in allowing the common rabble to own firearms. Switzerland, a nation with a low 
homicide rate and laws mandating the possession of a machine gun in nearly every household, 
was left out of the article because the Swiss are not EU members. 

With respect to France, the article observed, "New legislation is currently being 
introduced which will bring French firearms laws, still on the liberal side, in line with EU 
regulations." This is a lesson for the U.S. under NAFTA: Gun controls can be brought about via 
transnational "harmonization." 

The Canadian government is seeking to eradicate what few vestiges remain of private 
gun ownership in that country. Following a string of highly publicized murders, Canadian Justice 
Minister Allan Rock recommended a national ban on all handguns and a ban on all firearms in 
Canadian cities. Canada, like the U.S., is experiencing a media-driven panic about violent crime, 
despite the fact that Canada has one of the lowest violent crime rates in the world. 

One by-product of this engineered panic is a growing anti-American sentiment among 
Canadians. According to Canadian pollster Donna Dasko, "Canadians simply dread the 
possibility that they, their society, could become like the violent Americans." Some Canadian 
elites have suggested import controls on violent American entertainment, as well as increased 
efforts to curb gun imports from the United States. It is possible that such sentiments could soon 
lead to the suggestion that American and Canadian gun laws be "harmonized" in the name of 
hemispheric amity. 

International Criminal Court. The push for an international criminal court is gathering steam 
with a new impetus for globalizing police powers: nuclear blackmail. Roger W. Robertson Jr., a 
chief economist for the Reagan Administration's National Security Council, recently told the 
Pittsburgh World Affairs Council, "There is no avoiding the need to bring U.S. and other allied 
special forces and other military assets to bear on international crime-related missions." 
According to Robertson, a "classified G-7 task force should be created" at the July G-7 summit 
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in order to stem the possibility that "nuclear materials -- even plutonium -- stream out of the 
former Soviet Union through military/KGB entrepreneurs and covert weapons procurement 
networks...." (For more on the proposed international criminal court, see page 15.) 

Gorby Update. According to the April 19th Earth Times, a United Nations publication, 
Mikhail Gorbachev has signed an agreement with globalist heavyweight Maurice Strong to 
compose an "Earth Charter," which would create an international environmental regulatory code. 
Gorbachev's Green Cross organization will collaborate with the Costa Rica-based Earth Council 
to write the charter, which will be presented to the UN in 1995. 

IDB and NWO. International corporatism was a prominent theme at the 35th annual meeting 
of the Inter-American Development Bank in Guadalajara, Mexico. During that gathering, Larry 
Saunders (CFR), the Clinton Administration's global economic strategist, told the 3,000 
assembled global luminaries: "Regional banks are as important to the new world order as the 
regional security organizations were to the old one." Summer called for "new money, new 
priorities, and new partnerships." 

The new money came in the form of a huge boost in the bank's capital resources from 
$61 billion to more than $100 billion, and a five-fold increase of "concessional resources" from 
$200 million to $1 billion. Summers' new priorities were appropriately Clintonian: 
"Reorientation of lending to put people first, protecting the environment, and harnessing the 
energy of the private sector. Making government a constructive force in our economies and in 
our societies, for markets alone -- without government action -- cannot bring us the shared 
prosperity that we deserve." 

Indian "Sovereignty" and the UN. On April 29th, President Clinton conducted a White 
House "summit" with 300 Indian leaders during which he signed two executive orders. The first 
instructed all federal agencies to treat the tribal governments as the equivalent of independent, 
sovereign nations; the second carved out an exception to the Endangered Species Act that will 
permit Indians to use the feathers of an endangered eagle species in religious ceremonies. 

According to a Chippewa leader named Gaiashkibos, the White House summit was part 
of the UN's International Year of Indigenous Peoples. This is significant in that both the National 
Council of Churches and the World Council of Churches are collecting grievances from 
American Indians and intend to present those complaints to the UN Commission on Human 
Rights. 

European Central Bank. The European Monetary Institute (EMI), the embryonic European 
central bank created by the Maastricht Treaty, was officially launched on January Ist. Frankfurt 
was chosen as the site for the new entity and Alexander Lamfalussy, former head of the Bank for 
International Settlements (BIS) in Basel, Switzerland, was tapped to be president. 

Significantly, the establishment of the EMI in Frankfurt coincided with that city's March 
celebration of the founding of the Rothschild banking dynasty. About 80 members of the famous 
first family of international banking Insiders gathered in Frankfurt during the first week of March 
to commemorate the birth of dynasty founder Meyer Amschel Rothschild, who was born there 
250 years ago. 

Cost of Eco-lunacy. Climate Watch, the bulletin of the Global Climate Coalition (an alliance 
of business and trade organizations), reports: "Today we spend more than $140 billion a year, or 
more than one-third of all U.S. regulatory expenditures, on the environment .... EPA has 
projected that environmental regulations will cost U.S. businesses $185 billion annually, or 3 
percent of GDP, by the year 2000." 

The price of environmental regulations and other government impositions are being 
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recognized by some California housing contractors, who are providing price stickers that itemize 
taxes, fees, and assessments. Michael Winn of Wincrest Homes estimates that 20 to 22 percent of 
the price of a home will be "paper costs" and that "too much of the cost is going to regulatory 
charges and fees. Every year it seems to get worse. In many cases, the cost for the land is less 
than the cost for the government approvals." Many of those "paper costs" are inflicted by 
"endangered species" regulations, "wetlands mitigation," and other environmental measures. 

Single-payer in California? The faltering fortunes of the Clinton health care rationing plan 
may be good news for supporters of the even more radical "single-payer" option. On April 26th, 
supporters of a single-payer plan in California presented petitions containing 1,064,513 
signatures to court houses in 58 counties. According to the Communist Party publication 
People's Weekly World, those signatures were collected "in less than 100 days by some 1,000 
volunteers" representing Californians for Health Security (CHS), an umbrella group coordinating 
the efforts of "labor, African American, Latino, senior and women's organizations, gay and 
lesbian activists, health care providers, and consumer groups." 

The CHS-sponsored California Health Security Act would eliminate the state's health 
insurance industry, establish state-administered medical price controls, and impose employer 
payroll taxes. CHS spokeswoman Martha Kowalick explains the tactical value of putting the 
Health Security Act on the ballot: "The presence of the initiative on the California ballot will 
have a dramatic impact on the national health care debate because it raises the possibility that the 
largest state will enact a plan which goes far beyond President Clinton's health care proposal." 
Congressman Jim McDermott (D-WA), sponsor of a national single-payer plan, also understands 
the significance of the California initiative: "Look to California. Whatever happens there will 
happen in the rest of the country in five years." 

Americans would be better advised to look to Canada, where, according to the April 19th 
Washington Post, health care costs are "rocketing higher every day [and] some holes are being 
poked in the universal safety net .... "In April, the province of Ontario canceled the health 
insurance of thousands of legal immigrants and foreign students, who pay full Canadian taxes. 
Other provinces are reducing the services that are covered by the state-supervised medical 
system. 

PDD-13 Update. President Clinton's policy directive on U.S. participation in UN 
"peacekeeping," known as Presidential Decision Directive 13 (PDD-13), ran aground on the 
shoals of Somalia, Bosnia, and Haiti last year. The "new, improved" PDD-13 is now back with 
additional provisos, addenda, and quid pro quos that supposedly protect U.S. interests. 

Running interference for the Administration is the New York Times, which kicked off the 
Establishment's media campaign for PDD-13 in its lead editorial for April 25th entitled "U.S. 
Troops in U.N. Peacekeeping." According to the Times, the new policy directive contains "tough 
conditions," "stringent conditions," and "considerable protections against involvements that 
misfire." That's hardly reassuring coming from the Times, which over the past three years has 
turned its op-ed page into a cheerleading section for efforts to establish a world army under the 
UN 


to Liberty 
Within the last several weeks, a number of rights and liberties, long a part of the 
American way of life, have come under increased fire. Professing concern about criminal 


behavior, federal authorities are clamping down on the law-abiding, even while many whose 
rights are being abrogated are cheering. 
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To be sure, the dismantling of freedoms emanates from authorities who say they have our 
best interests at heart. Many undoubtedly do. But liberty is too precious to entrust even to the 
most well-intentioned bureaucrat. Consider three of our traditional interests that are now at stake. 

Politically Correct Juries 

On April 19th, the Supreme Court, said the New York Times, "essentially completed a 
revolution in jury selection by ruling that the Constitution's guarantee of equal protection bars 
the exclusion of potential jurors on the basis of their sex." The 6 to 3 decision written by liberal 
Justice Harry Blackmun -- widely headlined as "prohibiting sex bias in jury selection" -- caused 
but a modest stir. It was, however, hailed by feminist activist groups. 

Part of the reason this decision elicited, if anything, general nods of agreement is that to 
many it seemed unfair not to allow women to sit on juries because they are females. Folks 
listening to news accounts with one ear were probably surprised that such an iniquity had been 
permitted to stand this long. 

But in reality, this was not a matter of women being excluded from juries because they 
were women. At issue here were the peremptory challenges by which attorneys have long been 
able to exclude a certain number of jurors without stipulating any reason. The main rationale for 
this is better protection for defendants. Peremptory strikes, as noted in London's Economist, "are 
deeply embedded in English common law, having been created by a reform-minded Edward I at 
the end of the 13th century to give the wretched accused a modicum of power over juries that 
were otherwise controlled by the crown." Even Justice Sandra Day O'Connor, a supporter, 
acknowledged the decision was "not costless." She admitted that as the peremptories are made 
less discretionary, "we also increase the possibility that biased jurors will be allowed onto the 
jury..." 

Writing the dissenting opinion -- joined by Chief Justice Rehnquist and Justice Thomas -- 
was Justice Scalia, who scoffed at the "inspiring demonstration of how thoroughly up-to-date 
and right-thinking we Justices are in matters pertaining to the sexes and how sternly we 
disapprove the male chauvinist attitudes of our predecessors." In order, said Scalia, "not to 
eliminate any real denial of equal protection, but simply to pay conspicuous obeisance to the 
equality of the sexes, the Court imperils a practice that has been considered an essential part of 
fair jury trial since the dawn of common law. The Constitution of the United States neither 
requires nor permits this vandalizing of our people's traditions." 

Warrantless Searches 

Using "the fear of criminals terrorizing where they live," President Clinton announced a 
policy for conducting warrantless raids and searches of citizens in public housing projects. An 
earlier "sweep search" measure had been found unconstitutional and the President had, in 
essence, ordered the Attorney General and Secretary of Housing and Urban Development to find 
a way around the Constitution. The new measure encourages tenants to sign leases that give 
police standing consent to search apartments for narcotics, weapons, or other contraband. 

The President pushed the measure by posing as a protector of victims. While scrapping 
authentic rights guaranteed by the Constitution, Mr. Clinton played up sentimental "rights," such 
as going to a playground, sitting by an open window, and "the right to walk to the corner without 
fear of gunfire..." 

Assaulting Owners of Weapons 

The latest attack on so-called assault weapons -- part of the House anti-crime package 
that was pushed vigorously by the President -- proves that the spokesman for Handgun Control 
Inc. wasn't fooling when he admitted that his group "always said the Brady Bill [mandating 
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waiting periods] was a first step." The House bill took aim at the manufacture and transfer of 19 
types of semi-automatic weapons dubbed "assault" weapons. Both House and (previously 
passed) Senate bills would ban guns with high-capacity magazines and any two of a large 
number of features (such as a pistol grip on a rifle). 

In the first place, such a ban won't stop criminals. It is already illegal for minors -- such 
as the gangs of hoodlums often mentioned -- to own even non-assault weapons in virtually all 
jurisdictions. Nor are these the weapons of choice for criminals, having been used, according to 
police testimony before the Senate Judiciary Committee, in less than .0003 percent of crimes in 
New Jersey. Bureau of Justice statistics for 1993 indicate that violent criminals carried or used a 
"military-type gun" in about one percent of crimes nationwide. Indeed, in Chicago records show 
people are 95 percent more likely to be stabbed or beaten to death than killed by an "assault" 
rifle. 

Moreover, the proposed ban is more extensive than most know, covering perhaps 180 
weapons, and thus -- according to experts cited by Gun Owners of America -- potentially 
affecting half of U.S. gun owners. On the ban list are the Colt AR-15 semi-automatic often used 
for competition, and some common hunting shotguns, such as a Benelli similar to the one Mr. 
Clinton used for duck hunting not long ago. 

Don't imagine it will stop here: In New Jersey, a ban on assault weapons was so sweeping 
it even outlawed some BB guns. Think it may not pertain to you'? Tell it to the 
Korean-Americans who protected shops and families from mobs in 1992 with "military style" 
weapons during the LA riots. 

In a May 5th House vote, the ban passed by a narrow margin of 216 to 214. Liberty took 
a direct hit. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 
WORLD Court of International 
Criminals 

Could American citizens someday be hauled to a foreign land to stand trial before a 
United Nations tribunal made up of judges from some of the most oppressive regimes in the 
world? That is a possibility more imminent than most people imagine. In the past year, the U.S. 
Senate and the UN have been moving quietly but rapidly to establish an International Criminal 
Court (ICC) that threatens all of the rights, protections, and freedoms Americans so often take 
for granted. 

The ostensible reason for establishing such a court, according to its advocates, is the need 
for an impartial international venue to try war criminals, pirates, terrorists, international drug 
traffickers, and other assorted threats to "world peace." The more proximate cause of the current 
rush to create this new institution is the frustration and anger over ongoing atrocities and human 
rights abuses in Bosnia, Iraq, Somalia, Burundi, Rwanda, and other hell holes. 

Dangerous Proposal 

Thus inspired with holy zeal for suffering humanity, Senator Christopher Dodd (D-CT) 
introduced Senate Joint Resolution 32 on January 28, 1993. The nonbinding resolution reads, in 
part: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States in Congress 

assembled... 

Congress finds that -- 
(1) the freedom and security of the international community rests on the 
sanctity of the rule of law; 
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(2) the international community is increasingly threatened by unlawful 

acts such as war crimes, genocide, aggression, terrorism, drug trafficking, money 

laundering, and other crimes of an international character; 

(3) the prosecution of individuals suspected of carrying out such acts is 
often impeded by political and legal obstacles such as disputes over extradition... 
(5) since its inception in 1945 the United Nations has sought to build on 

the precedent established at the Nuremberg and Tokyo trials by establishing a 

permanent international court with jurisdiction over crimes of an international 

character... 
(9) given the developments of recent years, the time is propitious for the 

United States to lend its support to this effort. 

Accordingly, the resolution holds it is the "sense of Congress" that: 

(1) the establishment of an international criminal court with jurisdiction over crimes of an 

international character would greatly strengthen the international rule of law; 

(2) such a court would thereby serve the interests of the United States and 
the world community; and 

(3) the United States delegation should make every effort to advance this 
proposal at the United Nations. 

Hearings on S.J. Res. 32 were held by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on May 
12, 1993. The committee passed the resolution by a vote of 11 to 7. On June 29th, S.J. Res. 32 
was debated again in the Subcommittee on International Operations and a 236-page report 
(Report 103-71) on the subject containing testimony of both proponents and opponents was 
ordered to be printed by the Senate. The subcommittee voted to add the resolution as an 
amendment to the State Department authorization bill, S.1281, which has been wending its way 
through Congress over the past year. 

Noble Rhetoric 

On January 26Th of this year, Senator Dodd cited the continuing bloodshed in Bosnia 
and appealed to his Senate colleagues to support the call for a permanent international court 
modeled after the newly established UN tribunal for war crimes in Yugoslavia. "We all watch, 
every night, the television screen and we see the covers of our newspapers and magazines," said 
Dodd. "It is abhorrent to us that innocent civilians are being gunned down by the ruthless 
terrorists of the Serbians and others. We are incensed by it. And so we support an international 
criminal court on an ad hoc basis to deal with it. What I am suggesting is, does it not make some 
sense to maybe deal with this in a more substantive way rather than on an ad hoc basis?" 

Framed in such noble rhetoric, the proposal, no doubt, does make sense to many people. 
But under close examination, the proposed court is revealed as, at best, a paper tiger that will 
have no power to enforce decisions against the world's most egregious offenders, or, at worst, a 
tyrannical monster that will usurp global judicial authority. And the continued efforts of "the best 
and the brightest" minds in international law over the past 50 years have not been able to resolve 
this dilemma. 

At the United Nations, many different draft statutes for an ICC have been on file for 
decades. For the past four years, the UN's International Law Commission (ILC) has been 
studying the ICC issue with renewed fervor. Last year the ILC brought forth a 67-article draft 
statute for an international criminal court. This is the document that has been eliciting such 
hopeful excitement in internationalist circles. In November 1993 the UN General Assembly 
voted to request the ILC to complete its work on the statute during the 1994 session. One-world 
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advocates eagerly anticipate this statute as a giant step forward in establishing the structure and 
the legal precedent for the UN's ultimate judicial supremacy over all the world. 
Problematic Language 

The ILC's draft statute for the ICC, as 'even many of its supporters note, is replete with 
problematic language. This is evident, says Michael P. Scharf of the New England School of 
Law, "most notably with respect to the obligations it imposes on states that are party to the 
Court's Statute but have not accepted the Court's jurisdiction with respect to the type of offense 
involved in a particular case." Professor Scharf, it should be noted, is an ardent supporter of 
establishing the ICC. In his testimony in favor of the ICC, which was placed in the 
Congressional Record on January 26th, Scharf, nonetheless, outlined a lengthy series of 
"problems" with the ILC draft statute. Scharf commented: 

For example, under Article 33(2) of the draft statute, such states [who have not accepted 

the Court's jurisdiction for particular types of offenses] are required to ensure that 

the accused is arrested. Article 46 provides that the Court has authority to "require 

any person to give evidence at trial," even if that person is a national of a State 

that has not accepted the ICC's jurisdiction with respect to the particular offense. 

The commentary to Article 58 provides that Parties have a "general obligation to 

cooperate with and provide judicial assistance" to the Court, even in cases over 

which they have not recognized the Court's jurisdiction. Article 45 requires 

Parties not to try the accused if he/she has been acquitted or given a light sentence 

by the international criminal court even for offenses over which the State has not 

accepted the Court's jurisdiction. Article 63 provides that Parties that have not 

accepted the Court's jurisdiction over the type of offenses at issue, must prosecute 

the offender and forgoes the option of extradition to a third State. 

And that barely scratches the surface. Article 26 gives the ICC jurisdiction over other 
crimes "under general international law" and "under national law which give effect to provisions 
of a multilateral treaty." Scharf noted that this "would give the ICC jurisdiction over uncodified, 
open-ended offenses that are not defined with sufficient specificity and precision to inform 
people of what acts will be considered criminal." Still, after enumerating these and other serious 
defects, Scharf said the draft "provides a solid basis for negotiations of a statute for an ICC that 
will be acceptable to a broad range of countries." 

The defects in the ILC draft statute are, more or less, resident in all of the other draft 
statutes put forth by other organizations for an ICC. L. Ralph Mecham, director of the 
Administrative Office of the United States Courts, presented the report for the Judicial 
Conference of the United States on the proposed draft statutes to the Senate. The Judicial 
Conference found numerous apparent conflicts between the ICC drafts and U.S. constitutional 
and legal principles. "For example," states the report, "trial by jury is fundamental to our system 
.... However, none of the draft statutes summarized above provides for a jury trial even for the 
most serious offenses...." Furthermore, "None of them addresses the practical question of what 
standards would govern enforcement in the U.S. courts of search warrants and arrest warrants 
issued by an international tribunal." The Judicial Conference report continues: 

What rules of evidence and procedure would apply? The draft statutes generally leave 

these questions for consideration by the Court itself, putting off some of the most 

complex and important questions. 
The draft statutes do not agree on whether and how appeals may be taken. 

Nor do they address the appropriate standards of review. None of them provides 
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for appeals to a different judicial body than that which conducted the trial. 
Where would persons awaiting trial be confined, and what bail standards 
would apply? Where would those convicted be incarcerated? Once again, we are 
aware of no detailed consideration of these questions. 
Cause for Concern 

And, once again, as with so many similar threats in the past, the sole warrior to rise in 
opposition to this dangerous movement was Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC). "In all candor and 
with all due respect," Helms told his colleagues, "... this is an unwise and dangerous proposal. 
What is at stake is a proposed total reversal of long-standing United States policy against 
encouraging the establishment of a permanent international criminal court to try individuals -- 
potentially including American citizens -- for such vague crimes as 'colonialism' or 
‘environmental crimes' before judges who could be from North Korea, Cuba, or the Palestine 
Liberation Organization." 

Is this an exaggerated or empty fear? Hardly. At the May 1993 hearings, Senator Helms 
asked Professor Cherif Bassiouni, one of the leading architects of the ICC, "What is the 
probability that member states [of the UN] such as Communist China and Iran and Libya, Syria, 
and observer groups such as the PLO, will be empowered to become key players in the 
establishment and operation of an international criminal court?" Bassiouni responded, "There is 
no guarantee against the election of an individual from any state by general assembly." Precisely. 
Every dictator and self-anointed "maximum leader" has an equal shot at providing judges, 
prosecutors, and other officers and personnel for the court. 

Another matter that greatly troubled Senator Helms involved the potential loss of our 
national sovereignty to the proposed UN court. Many pooh-poohed the senator's fears as 
unfounded. However, Professor Bassiouni, ironically, proved Helms' qualms were far from 
baseless. According to this internationalist, in the new world order "traditional sovereignty-based 
arguments against the recognition or application of internationally protected human rights are no 
longer valid." Bassiouni, who is a professor of law at DePaul University and president of the 
International Human Rights Law Institute, asserts that "international human rights law can 
penetrate into areas that in the past have been deemed to be wholly within the realm of domestic 
law." 

"Historically, the notion of sovereignty has been a bar to the application of international 
substantive legal norms to national criminal justice processes," said Bassiouni in his Senate 
testimony. "Over the course of time, however, the increasing influence of international regulation 
of armed conflicts and the development of international criminal law have broken through 
national sovereignty barriers." 

Benjamin B. Ferencz, a former chief prosecutor at Nuremberg and another leading 
champion of an international criminal court, also acknowledged that the ICC represents an 
assault on sovereignty. However, he tried to put a patriotic gloss on the subversive effort, saying 

Setting up such a court would involve limiting sovereign rights in a way that would 

certainly be familiar to Americans: Just as the 13 Colonies found it necessary to 

cede many sovereign rights to a central government in 1787, so the violent and 

interdependent global community of today is beginning to learn that real 

sovereignty belongs to the people and that no one should be allowed to get away 

with murder. 

The Hartford Courant cheered Senator Dodd's efforts with a similar theme in its 
February 6, 1993 editorial, "Time for an International Court." "The United States has been 
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reluctant in the past to support such a move out of fear that U.S. citizens might be brought before 
an international court," opined the paper. "That is, indeed, a possibility. As Americans, we should 
not fear it -- any more than we fear the rule of law in our own communities" (emphasis added). 
(Of course, Americans don't fear "the rule of law"; it is the blatant disregard of "the rule of law" 
-- 1.e., a disregard of constitutional restraints upon government -- that Americans fear. And 
rightly so.) The Courant continued: "The need for such a court is obvious. Each week news 
stories reveal the limitations of law enforcement. As the world shrinks, international crime 
increases. How to bring to justice the pirates who prey on refugees on the high seas in Southeast 
Asia? Those poachers of endangered species? Those who flout environmental regulations and 
cause large-scale damage to the earth ?" (emphasis added) 

The United States Commission on Improving the Effectiveness of the United Nations 
shares the Courant's eco-crime concerns. Along with piracy, aircraft hijacking, and the taking of 
civilian hostages, the Commission cites "destruction or theft of national treasures" and 
"environmental damage" as grave crimes that should fall under ICC purview. Yes, if the erection 
of your new barn destroys the habitat of the desert dung beetle, your fishing nets snag an 
endangered halibut, or your factory smokestack spews one too many particles into the 
atmosphere, you could face not only the holy wrath of the federal EPA, but you could also be 
dragged in chains to Addis Abbaba -or whatever other appropriate venue the ICC may decide -- 
for dispensation of justice. 

Insider Directed 

The primary leadership for this new push for world governance is coming, naturally, 
from America's "Wise Men," the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). Besides Senator Dodd, 
other key CFR sponsors of S.J. Res. 32 in the Senate include John Kerry (D-MA), Claiborne Pell 
(D-RI), and George Mitchell (D-ME). Pushing the proposal from the Administration's side are 
President Clinton (CFR), Secretary of State Warren Christopher (CFR), U.S. Ambassador to the 
United Nations Madeleine Albright (CFR), and Conrad K. Harper (CFR), legal adviser to the 
U.S. State Department and U.S. Representative to the UN General Assembly. 

Providing key support from the "outside" are many CFR Insiders operating through 
internationalist organizations, academic posts, and the national press. World Federalist 
Association President John Anderson (CFR) "strongly" endorsed S.J. Res. 32. The American Bar 
Association task force on the ICC, led by former Attorney General Benjamin R. Civiletti, has 
also endorsed the effort. Key advisers to the ABA panel are Professor Louis B. Sohn (CFR), 
coauthor of the world government blueprint, World Peace Through World Law, and 
international lawyer Jerome J. Shestack (CFR). 

Providing strategic scholarly support to the ICC endeavor, in addition to Bassiouni and 
Ferencz, is Thomas Buergenthal (CFR), professor of law at George Washington University. 
Buergenthal, together with Richard N. Gardner (CFR), professor of law at Columbia University, 
negotiator Max Kampelman (CFR), and other CFR "Wise Men," comprise what Professor Otto 
Schacter has admiringly described as the "invisible college of international lawyers" who draft 
the international treaties, conventions, and covenants -- and then provide the "expert testimony" 
that guides the legislative, executive, and judicial decisions implementing them. 

On January 26th, the Senate voted 55 to 45 in favor of a motion by Senator John Kerry 
(CFR) to table (kill) an amendment by Senator Helms that would have stripped S.J. Res. 32 from 
the State Department authorization bill. Senators Kerry and Dodd assured their colleagues that 
"this is a sense-of-the-Senate resolution. It does not mandate or bind us to anything." The 
resolution merely puts the Senate on record in favor of advancing the ICC "exploratory process," 
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Kerry said. That "exploration" will soon lead to adoption of an International Criminal Court 
treaty, unless American voters send strong messages of opposition now -- and in November. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 
WORLD Paving the 
Road to Hell 

The magnitude of the ongoing slaughter in Rwanda has been mind-numbing. According 
to reports from journalists, diplomats, international aid workers, and refugees, as many as 
200,000 people may have been slain in the violence during April alone. Most of these have been 
civilians -- many of them women and children -- killed singly and en masse by warring tribal 
factions of Hutus and Tutsis. They have been shot, burned, and hacked to death in this latest bout 
of genocidal feuding that has claimed hundreds of thousands of lives in Rwanda and neighboring 
Burundi, since these former Belgian protectorates received their independence in the early 1960s. 

This most recent orgy of violence began April 6th when an airplane carrying Rwandan 
President Juvenal Habyarimana and Burundian President Cyprien Ntaryamira, both of the 
majority Hutu tribe, crashed as it approached the airport at Kigali, the capital of Rwanda. They 
were returning from a peace conference in Tanzania when, according to the Rwandan 
government, their plane was shot down by a rocket fired by unknown attackers. Both presidents 
died in the crash, and the frenzy of bloodletting in Kigali commenced immediately in several 
directions: President Habyarimana's ruling Akazu clan of Hutus fighting opposition Hutus; Hutus 
fighting Tutsis; Tutsis and Hutus killing foreign missionaries, humanitarian aid workers, UN 
peacekeepers, and other foreigners; and roving bands of drunken youths and soldiers raping, 
pillaging, and killing indiscriminately. French members of the humanitarian organization 
Doctors Without Borders reported thousands of bodies littering the streets of Kigali, some in 
piles six feet high. 

Viewing this unconscionable carnage, many are looking to the United Nations for a 
solution. But the UN, lacking sufficient forces and support, was forced to withdraw its small 
contingent of "peacekeepers." Obviously, the UN and its Blue Army must be greatly expanded 
and strengthened if it is going to be capable of putting a stop to this and other cases of intolerable 
violence, right? Don't believe that line for a minute! Rather, consider the likelihood that much of 
the genocide, conflict, starvation, and devastation that we see in Rwanda, Burundi, Somalia, 
Sudan, Ethiopia, Angola, Mozambique, etc., may well have been averted or greatly mitigated but 
for the decades of harmful intervention by the UN and its affiliated agencies such as the World 
Bank, the International Monetary Fund, and the Food and Agriculture Organization. 

Ian Vasquez, director of the Project on Global Economic Liberty for the Cato Institute in 
Washington, DC, notes: 

Throughout sub-Sahara Africa, the IMF and World bank have been loaning enormous 

sums to oppressive socialist and authoritarian regimes for decades, with pretty 

much the same abysmal results: a steady decline in per capita income, agricultural 

production, food production, and many other areas as well. 

How could it be otherwise? Prosperity is a hallmark of freedom, not socialism or 
authoritarianism; it can only be achieved on a grand scale when the government gets out of the 
way and allows its. citizens to produce and to keep the fruits of their own labors. Foreign aid to a 
socialist or authoritarian government only tends to prop up the government, thereby helping the 
government to suppress the people and to stifle the freedom that leads to economic growth. Even 
when the aid is filtered down from the recipient government to the people it is supposed to 
benefit, the result is a subsidized economy in which dependency wins out over development. 
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Vasquez, co-editor with Doug Bandow of the important new book, Perpetuating 
Poverty: The Word Bank, the IMF and the Developing World, points out that in countries like 
Rwanda and Burundi, which are already deeply riven by ethnic and tribal feuds, massive 
government-to-government aid almost invariably can be counted on to exacerbate the existing 
situation. "When you have the government dominated by one ethnic group, tribe, or faction that 
is getting all of the money," Vasquez told THE NEW AMERICAN, "it naturally heightens 
tensions and jealousies and contributes to those conditions" that foster the kinds of violence and 
bloodshed we are seeing in Rwanda, Burundi, and elsewhere. 

The late Warren Brookes, economist and columnist, noted in 1987: "Ethiopia's awful 
tragedy is but one reason a growing number of economists, from left to right, are beginning to 
realize that the World Bank and its 'good intentions' have become the chief paving agent for the 
road to hell .... [T]he World Bank's financing of major governmental agricultural restructuring 
and resettlement projects had been the main cause of the famine-deaths of millions, and of the 
denuding of the environment." Once a thorough post mortem has been conducted on the 
Rwanda-Burundi tragedy, we are almost certain to find the workmanship of the same diabolical 
"paving agent." The World Bank and IMF have been financing the ruinous programs and 
oppressive policies of these tragic states for decades. 

They have not done it alone, of course; bilateral foreign aid -- especially U.S. and French 
-- has also "helped." President Habyarimana was a good friend of President Francois Mitterrand, 
a fellow socialist. As such, he was not only showered with aid, but enjoyed an easy line of credit 
with the scandal-ridden, nationalized French bank, Credit Lyonnais. Thanks to Mitterand's 
subsidy of Rwanda's $6 million purchase of arms from Egypt (the top U.S. aid recipient) in 1992, 
Habyarimana's killers had plenty of firepower for their recent murder sprees. 

As numerous researchers and authors, such as Ian Vasquez, Doug Bandow, Warren 
Brookes, James Bovard, P.T. Bauer, and Graham Hancock, have amply shown, the UN, World 
Bank, IMF, and bilateral foreign aid programs have been a pox upon the countries they 
ostensibly were set up to help. And the killing fields of Rwanda and Burundi will continue -- and 
multiply -- unless and until these agencies and their programs are terminated. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 
Q. If the Surgeon General thinks smoking is so bad for all of us -- even those of us only in the 
vicinity of those who smoke -- why doesn't she come out for its prohibition? 
-- R.N.L., Kahului, HI 


A. Ifa foolish consistency is the hobgoblin of little minds, as Emerson contended, perhaps 
Surgeon General Joycelyn Elders is trying to ward off hobgoblins. Goodness knows it is not 
because the new prohibitionists want to go easy on the tobacco industry. Recent hearings attest to 
the vitriol that certain public-minded lawmakers reserve for those selling what is (at least for 
now) a legal product. 

Perhaps outright banning is now seen as a prohibition too far. Or perhaps resisting the 
temptation to ban is due to the fact that President Clinton has maintained that he can fund the 
nationalization of health care largely with increased tobacco taxes (though few buy that line). 
Yet, Joycelyn Elders and the Commissioner of the Food and Drag Administration, David 
Kessler, both favor regulating the use of cigarettes as a drug because of the nicotine contained 
therein. 

In fact, Elders has actually come out against a ban on smoking. She apparently prefers to 
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drive the industry into the ground incrementally. On a nationally televised interview program in 
March, the Surgeon General remarked about the calls for a ban: "I'm not sure that they would 
have to ban them, but I think that they would certainly have to say, 'Well, you know, cigarettes 
are addictive, you know’ -- we'd have to tell people that they kill." 
Q. How elitist are the bosses of the Clinton Administration? 
-- W.D., Derry, NH 


A. If the Administration is supposed to "look like America," as Mr. Clinton claimed, the 
country must be better off and have more Ivy Leaguers than heretofore known. For example, 
when Reed Hundt was sworn in as head of the Federal Communications Commission, the 
Washington Monthly noted that his background was well-suited for the Clinton team since he 
went to the opulent and preppy St. Albans with Vice President Al Gore and then to Yale Law 
School with Hillary and Bill. Knight-Ridder reports that, of the first round of presidential 
appointees, a third went to Harvard, Yale, or both. In addition, there is more than a smattering of 
millionaires among those closest to the President. 


Q. What will happen to those independent businessmen who sell health insurance should the 
Clinton health care plan be approved? 
-- U.F., Southington, CT 


A. That is what an insurance agent asked President Clinton at one of the President's "town 
meetings" in April. Mr. Clinton responded that people would still be able to "buy their insurance 
from you, because we don't propose to abolish private health insurance." 

At best this was misleading, because "HillaryCare" would indeed eliminate the jobs of 
those agents selling to small businesses and individuals. This, as Business Week has noted, "is 
not a small group: There are 215,000 agents who principally handle health coverage. Under the 
Clinton plan, more than 70% of the population -- including the unemployed, self-employed, and 
workers at companies with 5,000 or fewer employees -- would be legally required to buy their 
insurance only from regional health alliances established by state governments. Agents who now 
sell to individuals and small business owners would be wiped out." 

Actually, Hillary Clinton herself has said there would be a significant loss of jobs in the 
health insurance sector, but that this was "the price we must pay" for her reforms. Nor is this the 
only job loss to be expected. A study by Ohio University economists Richard Vedder and Lowell 
Gallaway concludes that among the "severe adverse, economic consequences for Americans" 
will be the loss of more than one million jobs if the Administration's plan is adopted. 


Q. Did Ron Brown work for the Duvalier dictatorship in Haiti? 
-- T.L., Goose Creek, SC 


A. The Duvaliers -- President for Life "Papa Doc" and his successor son "Baby Doc" -- ran a 
dictatorship in Haiti for 28 years. When Jean-Claude "Baby Doc" Duvalier fled the country in 
1986, ending the family reign over that impoverished country, it was estimated that he had some 
$200 million stashed away. Ron Brown, former chairman of the Democratic Party and current 
Commerce Secretary, publicly professed when named to head the Democrats in 1989 that he 
"never had any involvement either on a client basis or any other basis with the [Duvalier] 
family." 

But a November 1983 memo that Brown personally wrote to "Baby Doc" himself, when 
Brown was a partner in the Washington firm of Patton, Boggs and Blow, surfaced not long ago. 
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In the memo, Brown explains to the dictator how, over "the last few months, we have undertaken 
quite a few projects on behalf of the Republic of Haiti." The goal, Brown continued, is 
"substantially increasing American aid to Haiti." He goes on to say: "We continue to pay a great 
deal of attention to the Black Caucus and to other 'liberal' members of Congress. The leader of 
the Black Caucus, Representative Julian Dixon, has been extremely positive and has helped us a 
great deal; also, a large number of 'liberal' members of the House of Representatives and of the 
Senate are now, thanks to our efforts, ready to help. Although some of them continue to make 
negative comments about Haiti, all, without exception, have proved to be cooperative on the 
issue of aid." 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 
SOUTH AFRICA / HISTORY Recalling a 
Proud Past 

Patriotic South Africans hold in reverence an event in their history called the Great Trek, 
when sturdy Voortrekkers (pioneers) packed their families and worldly possessions into covered 
wagons and, fighting off attacks from disease, famine, weather, and hostile natives, crossed the 
great expanse, eventually transforming a portion of Southern Africa's wilderness into a veritable 
Eden of prosperity. In the minds of loyal South Africans, the Voortrekkers are strikingly similar 
to our own American Pilgrims, Founding Fathers, and 19th-century pioneers. By raw courage 
and sheer doggedness the gritty Voortrekker carved out a magnificent civilization where before 
there was only torpid savagery. 

How painful it is, then, to witness the destruction of this country and to see it sink into 
bloody chaos. The dissolution of proud South Africa is another of the milestones that mark the 
ignominious retreat of the West and of the way of life of Western man, all brought about by that 
strange set of neuroses and hallucinations called liberalism. 

European Minority 

Of a population of roughly 40 million people in South Africa, those of European ancestry 
constitute a minority of just under 13 percent, or 5.1 million souls. In large part this has been due 
to a steady migration of Central Africans southward. 

The indigenous people of Southern Africa are the Khoisans, a racial family that 
encompasses both Bushmen and Hottentots. Anthropologists note that the nomadic Khoisans, or 
Capoids as they are also called, are as distinct ethnologically from other black Africans as, for 
example, Cambodians are from Koreans or Syrians are from Swedes. Khoisans were the natives 
first encountered by Europeans in South Africa. 

The Bantus, a Central African people made up of countless separate tribes, began their 
movement southward during roughly the same period that Europeans arrived at the Cape. The 
hapless Khoisans were, for the most part, pushed into the grim Kalahari Desert of Southwest 
Africa. So it is that most of the Blacks now living in South Africa are not truly native to the 
region, and are as much "intruders" as the Europeans. 

Apart from the Europeans, mostly of Dutch, English, and German ancestry, there are 48 
major black tribes in the country. Of those 48 tribes, the largest include the Zulus with 
approximately 5,700,000 members, the Xhosas with a population of 2,900,000, the Sepedis 
numbering 2,350,000, the Seshoeshoes with 1,750,000 members, and the Tswanas with a 
population of 1,360,000. 

Far from feeling any brotherly affection towards one another, the members of each tribe 
tend to exhibit extreme belligerence towards other tribes. Though ignorance of this fact is 
pervasive throughout the international propaganda network, tribal consciousness is a strong 
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cultural trait in black Africa and has been the major element contributing to the mass slaughter of 
millions of innocents, as tribes compete ruthlessly for power in newly established nations. It is 
also one of several reasons why representative government with universal suffrage (one man one 
vote) never has been a success on that continent. There is yet another complication to the racial 
picture in South Africa which must be mentioned: Significant non-European, non-A frican 
populations were introduced into the region during the halcyon years of the British Empire, most 
of them coming from the Indian subcontinent. 

South Africa is often identified with the Afrikaans tongue, a derivative of the 
17th-century Dutch spoken by early settlers. But South Africa is as complex in languages as in 
everything else. Indeed, 2,580,000 people speak Afrikaans, but English is the first language of 
another 1,760,000 Europeans. Among non-whites, just under ten million speak one of the Nguni 
languages, which include Zulu, Xhosa, Swazi, and Nbebele, and another 5.5 million speak one of 
the Sotho languages. In addition, the Tsonga languages are spoken by 900,000 people, the Venda 
languages by 170,000, and the Khoisan languages remain native to tens of thousands of nomads. 
Exotic dialects such as Tamil, Hindi, Guajariti, Urdu, and Telugu are used by immigrants from 
India. 

In short, South Africa is a potpourri of cultures, races, and languages. In America one 
might be able to find as many languages in use, however in this country a majority of the people 
are of European ancestry and English has historically predominated, both as the language of the 
majority and as the chief cultural agent of assimilation and unity. South Africa never enjoyed 
those advantages. The persistent diversity of peoples in South Africa is one of the major 
differences between that country and our own. 

Separate Development 

South Africans of European descent, after declaring independence from the British 
Commonwealth in 1961, strove to mitigate the extreme problems generated by the diversity of 
the country. This they did through a policy known as "apartheid." Apartheid, literally translated, 
means "apartness," but in South Africa the meaning involves the idea of "separate development" 
for each tribal group and ethnic entity. 

Apartheid has always been subject to gross distortion at the hands of liberals. The word, 
for instance, is defined in Webster's New World Dictionary as signifying a "policy of strict racial 
segregation and discrimination against the native Negroes and other colored peoples as practiced 
in South Africa." That definition is utter rubbish. In fact, apartheid was aimed at giving each of 
the many racial and cultural groups in South Africa its own homeland, its own actual 
independence, its own government, and its own constitution. This was to insure that each group 
could live in relative peace and safety, unmolested by other racial or cultural groups. 

Liberals have frequently asserted that the white South Africans gave the blacks only 
undesirable land for their homelands. The truth is that most of South Africa is arid and most of 
the land unsuitable to cultivation. Over 40 percent of the arable land, often the very best land, 
was given over to the black homelands. Ultimately, had this program been carried to its 
conclusion, each of the major tribal groups would have been master of its own nation, where it 
could have preserved its own cultural uniqueness, its own folkways, and its own way of life. 
Shaping its own destiny, each group would have been given a chance to develop its own special 
talents and bring these to full bloom. 

Obviously, apartheid was far from perfectly just in every detail. No system of governance 
in the history of the world has been absolutely perfect or just. Reservations for American Indians 
were once thought by our government to be a just means of dealing with that indigenous 
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population; it has been far from that. In America, liberals are generally defenders of the 
reservation system, while they excoriate apartheid in 
South Africa. 

We can only assume that the critical difference for them is that the reservations foster 
dependence, whereas apartheid fostered independence. Independence and cultural integrity are 
anathema to the liberal mind. Even worse, South African apartheid has always been portrayed as 
an attempt at genocide, when it was precisely the opposite. Prevention of the real genocide so 
rampant in the dictator-ridden countries of black Africa was the chief motivation of proponents 
of apartheid. 

One might imagine that a society as viciously "racist" as South Africa has been depicted 
would have produced vast hordes of refugees, fleeing oppression and spilling into neighboring 
black-ruled states. However, huge numbers of blacks from the remainder of the continent, 
desperate to escape the endemic poverty, corruption, and chaos of their own countries, have 
entered South Africa to enjoy its economic opportunities and its relative freedom and orderliness. 
Standards of living for all races are unrivaled anywhere on the continent. 

Other Similarities 

We have already mentioned some similarities between South Africa and the United 
States. Let us now touch briefly on others. Both the United States and the Republic of South 
Africa were created as limited constitutional republics. Both encouraged development of their 
resources through free enterprise economic systems. Both countries historically have 
acknowledged such fundamental rights as free speech, freedom of the press, freedom of religion, 
and private property. Both nations have always recognized the notions of opposition political 
parties and an independent judiciary. English common law undergirds judicial theory in both 
countries. Both are politically, economically, and technologically advanced societies, with all of 
the various amenities of civilized life. 

There is another similarity, not so evident at first glance. Racial strife, artificially 
exacerbated by leftist agitators, was used in the United States after 1954 to help undermine our 
Constitution and to transfer power illegally to politicians in Washington. A government that 
formerly was decentralized is now highly centralized, rendering states' rights, at least for the time 
being, negligible. 

In South Africa, racial strife has also been used to wreck the old constitution and to 
undermine a whole way of life. Though such injustices as did exist in South Africa were 
infinitesimal compared to almost any country of the world outside of Europe and North America, 
by the clever exploitation of racial hysteria South Africa was made the pariah of the world and, 
incredibly, was declared a "threat to world peace," though she never brandished a single 
nuclear-tipped intercontinental missile at any time. 

South Africans suffered castigation by countries such as India, with its one million rigidly 
segregated untouchables, and by the USSR and Red China, each of which has exterminated tens 
of millions of its own citizens. Most troubling is that events in South Africa have been used to 
justify the acquisition of massive new powers by the United Nations. 

United Nations Pretexts 

Some of our countrymen smugly assume that South Africans have gotten what they 
deserve, while others, living in a fool's paradise, contemplate a glorious future for that country 
now that the "majority rules." Still more Americans wonder what all the fuss is about, South 
Africa being about as far away from the U.S. as any place on earth. All of them would do well to 
remember two things: Racial strife has ended neither in the U.S. nor in South Africa; and the 
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United Nations has now established a powerful precedent for interfering in the domestic affairs 
of sovereign nations. How long will it be before ongoing racial strife in the U.S. becomes a 
pretext for United Nations action in our own country? How long before UN troops from the 
Third World, or from the former communist bloc, are dispatched to patrol the streets of Los 
Angeles, New York, or Atlanta, as they probably will soon enough be in Johannesburg, Pretoria, 
and Cape Town? What prevents a UN-mandated constitutional change here, as happened in 
South Africa? 

Americans must not be indifferent to the fate of South Africans of all races. Rather, we 
must be sobered and educated by the horrors that are sweeping over them, and be made ready, 
through a restoration of sound government, to defend our country from similar outrages. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 
SOUTH AFRICA / ANC-SACP 

An Evil Alliance 

On April 10, 1993, South African Communist Party (SACP) General Secretary Chris 
Hani was assassinated in the driveway of his home in Boksburg, an interracial Johannesburg 
suburb. Subsequent news accounts described him as the most popular black figure in South 
Africa after Nelson Mandela. Some reports also mentioned that Hani himself -- like Mandela -- 
was a prominent ANC leader. In 1962, he joined the ANC's military wing, Umkhonto we Sizwe 
(Spear of the Nation), and was its chief of staff from 1987 to 1991, when he ascended to the 
SACP post. As reported by Facts on File for April 15, 1993, "Most top members [of the ANC] 
had eyed him as a potential successor to Mandela as head of the organization, and possibly as a 
future president of South Africa." 

Chris Hani typified the decades-long symbiotic relationship between the ANC and SACP. 
Like wheels on the same engine running parallel on the track, the ANC/SACP alliance was 
crucial to bringing the ANC and Nelson Mandela to power in South Africa. 

ANC Targeted by Reds 

On January 8, 1912, delegations representing blacks throughout South Africa and 
Bechuanaland (now Botswana) met to approve formation of the South African Native National 
Congress, which was renamed the African National Congress in 1923. During its early years the 
ANC concerned itself with the economic and political well-being of blacks. Morgan Norval, in 
his important book Inside the ANC: The Evolution of a Terrorist Organization, recalls that the 
early ANC disassociated itself from communist-instigated labor unrest, preferring instead "to 
seek redress for their grievances through constitutional means." During World War I, the 
organization, as a demonstration of loyalty to "the King and Empire," set aside its grievances 
against the government, but after the war, "another wave of labor unrest occurred, and the Native 
Congress launched protest demonstrations against the pass laws and in support of black 
mineworkers." 

The South African Communist Party (SACP) was formally established in 1921 with the 
constitution and manifesto of the Communist International as its official creed. There was 
interaction between the ANC and SACP prior to 1927, but not until that year was the first formal 
link forged when Eddie J. Khaile, a member of the SACP Central Committee, was elected 
general secretary of the ANC. Norval writes that later in the year "ANC President J.T. Gumede 
traveled to Moscow. At the time, the Soviets considered Great Britain to be the bastion of 
anti-communism and the main communist enemy. Soviet dictator Josef Stalin concluded that it 
could be undermined by crippling parts of its empire by organizing liberation movements in the 
various British colonies, including South Africa. The ANC was viewed as an important player in 
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this strategy, so Moscow began courting the ANC by giving ANC President Gumede a hero's 
welcome. Gumede was so impressed by his Soviet hosts that, upon his return to South Africa, he 
declared: 'I have seen the world to come, where it has already begun. I have been to the new 
Jerusalem." 

In 1928 the Communist International ordered the SACP to "pay particular attention to the 
embryonic national organizations among the natives, such as the African National Congress .... 
Our aim should be to transform the African National Congress into a fighting nationalist 
revolutionary organization against the white bourgeoisie and the British imperialists, based upon 
the trade unions, peasant organizations, etc., developing systematically the leadership of the 
workers and the Communist Party in this organization." 

Mandela and Company 

By 1930, the growing communist influence within in the ANC so alarmed many 
old-guard ANC leaders that both Khaile and Gumede were given the boot. That year's national 
ANC convention chose Pixley Seine, who in 1912 had been one of the organization's founding 
fathers, as its new president. Norval states that Seine "was not a revolutionary," but instead 
"focused his efforts on the attempt to transform the ANC into a self-help organization for 
blacks." By the late 1930s, however, young intellectuals within the ANC, led by Walter Sisulu, 
Oliver Tambo, and Nelson Mandela, had become increasingly disenchanted with such restraint. 

In 1944, Mandela, Sisulu, and Tambo helped form the ANC's Youth League, which 
launched a radical action program entailing civil disobedience, strikes, and boycotts. Norval 
notes that this "new strategy launched the ANC down the path of extra-legal tactics, mass actions 
and the principle of non-cooperation." Youth League official Dr. William Nkomo began infusing 
Marxism into the organization's mainstream. Before long, Norval explains, "many members of 
the League became open Marxists, partially because of Nkomo but mostly because of the 
influence of one man -- Moses Kotane," who had recently been elected president of the ANC. 
"At the same time as he took over the leadership of the ANC, Kotane was the general secretary 
of the SACP. Kotane's influence on the leaders of the Youth League soon became enormous," 
enticing many Youth Leaguers to change their attitude towards communism in subsequent years. 

Sealing the Pact 

Following the electoral victory of the National Party in 1948, the government began 
implementing the policy of apartheid (separation of races), a move which further cemented ties 
between the ANC and SACP. In the wake of nationwide anti-apartheid demonstrations instigated 
by the ANC and SACP, Parliament approved the Suppression of Communism Act and banned 
the SACP. No longer able to operate openly through their own organization, African communists 
transferred their energies to the ANC (to which most already belonged) and other nationalist 
organizations. In other words, Norval explains, the "SACP used the banning to finally seal their 
pact with the ANC." 

In 1955, the communists were instrumental in helping to form the Congress Alliance, 
whose delegates (representing such groups as the ANC, the Indian Congress, the Coloured 
People's Organisation, and the Congress of Democrats) unanimously adopted the "Freedom 
Charter." Morgan Norval contends that if the document "is read in the context of the Marxist 
ideological worldview," it "is clearly riddled with Marxian solutions for South Africa's 
problems." It declares, for instance, that the "national wealth of our country ... shall be restored 
to the people. The mineral wealth beneath the soil, the banks and the monopoly industry shall be 
transferred to the people as a whole," and "imprisonment shall be only for serious crimes against 
the people, and shall aim at re-education and not vengeance." 
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The SACP enthusiastically pledged its "unqualified support for the Freedom Charter," 
declaring that it "considers that the achievement of its aims will answer the pressing and 
immediate needs of the people and lay the indispensable basis for the advance of our country 
along non-capitalist lines to a communist and socialist future." More recently, SACP head Joe 
Slovo reiterated on July 30, 1986 that the "main thrust and content of the immediate struggle 
continues to revolve around the Freedom Charter." His enthusiasm is understandable. In 
testimony before a U.S. Senate subcommittee in 1982, Bartholomew Hlapane, a former member 
of the Central Committee of the SACP who was the Party's Treasurer and also a founder and 
leader of Umkhonto we Sizwe, asserted that the Freedom Charter "is a document that I came to 
know about just having been drafted by Joe Slovo at the request of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party." 


In early 1956, the ANC formally adopted the Freedom Charter as its program, and it 

remains so today. 
War is Launched 

Following enactment of the Unlawful Organizations Act in 1960, and the banning of both 
the ANC and SACP, the strategy and tactics of the two organizations had to be revised. A 
revolutionary war against the South African government was launched. In 1961, Nelson Mandela 
and Joe Slovo formed Umkhonto we Sizwe for that purpose. It claimed credit for scores of acts of 
sabotage in the months and years that followed. Until the late 1980s, the United States officially 
viewed the ANC as an international terrorist group because of its bombing attacks on South 
African and foreign businesses and violence against civilians. A November 1988 U.S. 
government report entitled Terrorist Group Profiles catalogued some of those attacks, including 
the 1983 bombing of the South African Air Force Headquarters in Pretoria (19 killed, 200 
wounded), the 1985 bombing of a shopping center near Durban (five killed), and the exploding 
of a car bomb in July 1988 outside a Johannesburg sports stadium (2 killed, 35 injured). 

In addition, the ANC terrorists have brutally butchered tens of thousands of South 
Africans -- mostly black, unarmed civilians -- using every murderous method imaginable: 
shooting, stabbing, hacking, stoning, decapitating, dismembering, disemboweling, immolating, 
etc. The comrades' favorite method, of course, is public "necklacing," an especially hideous 
method of torture/execution in which the bound victim is burned to death by placing a tire that 
has been filled with gasoline or diesel around his (or her) neck and setting it afire. The 
"necklace" has become the ANC's calling card. 

* * * 

Former ANC official Sipo E. Mzimela explains in his book Marching to Slavery why he 

resigned from the ANC in 1985. At a conference in Kabwe, Zambia, in June of that year "the 
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executives of the ANC and SACP were merged, effectively making the two organizations one. 
Thus, the goal of the SACP of taking over the ANC which was announced in 1924 was reached 
in 1985. All those who still cherished the ideals of the original ANC resigned. I too resigned." 

According to Mzimela, the "coalition between the ANC and the Communist Party has 
continued to strengthen since 1985." On July 8, 1991, the Johannesburg newspaper Citizen 
reported: "The South African Communist Party totally dominated the elections to the National 
Executive Committee of the African National Congress at the weekend, with 37 of its members 
elected out of the 50 chosen." The connection between the ANC and the SACP is so strong that it 
is no exaggeration to state that the ANC takeover of the South African government is a 
communist takeover. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 
SOUTH AFRICA / NELSON MANDELA From Terrorist to 
President 

In 1964, while Nelson Mandela was on trial for sabotage and other crimes described by 
the presiding judge as "the essence of high treason," a document entitled How to Be a Good 
Communist was entered as evidence against him. Mandela readily admitted that he had written 
the treatise, which asserted that in South Africa "the struggles of the oppressed people are guided 
by the South African Communist Party and inspired by its policies." 

Mandela denied that he was a communist and maintained that How to Be a Good 
Communist was merely the notes he had taken during a lecture on Marxism-Leninism. Keith 
Campbell of the London-based Institute for the Study of Terrorism scrutinized the document and 
concluded that the "initial framework for this manual appears to have been taken from a book of 
the same title by the Chinese revolutionary Liu Shaoqi written in 1939. The work in Mandela's 
own handwriting is, however, an independent application of Marxist theory to the conditions of 
South Africa, and is broader in scope than Liu's prototype. It is neither a copy nor a series of 
notes, but clearly an original text and a complete essay." 

Early Release 

Mandela was released from prison on February 11, 1990 by order of President F.W. de 
Klerk, after serving 27 years of what was supposed to be a life sentence. That same day, Mandela 
stood on the steps of Cape Town City Hall and addressed a crowd estimated at 500,000. The 
podium was draped with the flag of the South African Communist Party (SACP), not that of the 
African National Congress (ANC) to which Mandela openly belonged. During his remarks, 
Mandela declared, "I salute the South African Communist Party for its sterling contribution to 
the struggle for democracy...." Mandela paid homage to SACP General Secretary Joe Slovo, 
"one of our finest patriots. We are heartened by the fact that the alliance between ourselves and 
the party remains as strong as it always was." 

A few weeks later, Mandela was awarded the 1990 Lenin Peace Prize by the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR and, on May 10, 1990, he spoke to another rally during a visit to Angola. 
Referring to Angola's Marxist President Jose Eduardo dos Santos as "comrade," he recalled: 
"Angola, as you know, has also been our main military base, especially from 1976. In 1976 a 
generation of students and youth poured out of South Africa ... in order to receive military 
training to free their country by force of arms .... The ANC brought these young people into 
Angola to receive military training. This was indeed a major turning point in the history of South 
Africa. Because as a result of the generous support we received from the government and the 
people of Angola, these young men were able to train and then to intensify the armed struggle in 
our country." Mandela also paid tribute "to the people's republic of Cuba and to Comrade Fidel 
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Castro," lauding that communist country and its leader for their love of human rights and of 
freedom." He expressed the desire to one day "visit that great country and be able to express my 
appreciation directly to Comrade Fidel Castro and the people." Mandela eventually visited the 
"great country" in July 1991, at which time he reiterated his admiration for Fidel's human rights 
record, denounced Cuban exiles and other critics of Castro's cruel regime, and described the 
Cuban revolution as a "model for South Africa." 

Early Years in ANC 

Nelson Mandela was born on July 18, 1918 in Qunu, a village in the Transkei region of 
the Eastern Cape. His father was chief of a royal clan of the Thembu. Young Nelson was 
educated at a British missionary boarding school and later attended Fort Hare University, where 
he met Oliver Tambo, another future ANC leader. Both were expelled for their role in a 1940 
student strike, after which Mandela returned to his native village, but opted out of a career in 
tribal government when he learned that his family had selected a bride for him whom he 
considered unattractive. He fled to Soweto where he became acquainted with (and heavily 
influenced by) ANC leader Walter Sisulu. Mandela studied law by correspondence at 
Witwatersrand University and obtained his law degree from the University of South Africa in 
1942, the same year that he joined the ANC. 

In 1944, with Tambo, Sisulu, and others, he helped launch the ANC's Youth League 
which, within five years, became the dominant influence within the ANC. According to Morgan 
Norval, author of Inside the ANC: The Evolution of a Terrorist Organization, "during the early 
years of their involvement with the Youth League both Mandela and Tambo were extremely 
anti-communist. In fact in 1946, Mandela and Tambo tried to get the ANC to adopt a measure 
that would forbid any person from belonging to both the ANC and the SACP." Their proposal 
was rejected, however, since already "several of the ANC hierarchy at that time were members 
of the SACP...." 

At the 1949 annual conference of the ANC, a Youth League-led coup ousted moderate 
ANC President Alfred Xuma and replaced him with the more militant J.S. Moroka. Walter 
Sisulu became secretary-general and two members of the SACP, Dan Tloome and Moses Kotane 
(a graduate of the Lenin School in Moscow), were elected to the ANC's National Executive 
Committee. 

After serving as Youth League president from 1951-52, Mandela became president of the 
Transvaal branch of the ANC, then deputy national president of the organization under ANC 
President Albert Luthuli. As volunteer-in-chief of the 1952 Defiance Against Unjust Laws 
Campaign, he led those who risked prison terms by breaking apartheid laws in a series of 
planned demonstrations resulting in some 8,000 arrests and 14 deaths. The government banned 
Mandela in December 1952, prohibiting him from attending all gatherings for six months. 

In 1953, Mandela received a nine-month jail sentence for his role in the Defiance 
Campaign, and was ordered to resign from the ANC. He remained out of the public spotlight 
until the ban was lifted in 1955. 

In 1956, a series of riots, boycotts, and demonstrations against government proposals to 
create seven reserves in which blacks would be segregated resulted in the arrest of 156 persons, 
including Mandela. They were charged under the Suppression of Communism Act with 
advocating revolution to fight apartheid and with seeking to establish a "people's democracy" 
modeled on Soviet-bloc nations. The subsequent trial dragged on until 1961, when all of the 
defendants were acquitted due to insufficient evidence. 

It was during that period that Mandela divorced his first wife and, in 1958, married 
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Winifred "Winnie" Nomzamo, a medical social worker. On April 13, 1986, Winnie Mandela was 
caught on film endorsing the terrorist torture/murder tactic of "necklacing," stating, "We are here 
to carry out our mandate to overthrow this government," she bellowed. "Together, hand in hand, 
we are going to liberate this country. With our necklaces, we will liberate this country." In 1991, 
Mrs. Mandela was convicted of kidnaping and assault in connection with the abduction of four 
young black men. Her chief bodyguard was convicted of killing one of the four. On December 8, 
1993 she was elected to head the ANC Women's League, and in the recent election secured a seat 
in the new parliament. 

Terrorist Organization 

On March 21, 1960, thousands of blacks, many of whom were armed, gathered outside 
the police station at Sharpeville, a black township near Johannesburg, to protest the pass laws 
that required blacks to carry passbooks at all times. Police fired on the threatening mob, killing 
69 and injuring around 200. Other riots and protests erupted in other black townships in the wake 
of the Sharpeville incident. The government declared a state of emergency and quickly enacted 
the Unlawful Organizations Act, which authorized the banning of, among other groups, the ANC 
and the SACP. In 1961, Mandela and Communist Party functionary Joe Slovo joined forces to 
form Umkhonto we Sizwe, or Spear of the Nation, the purpose of which was to commit acts of 
sabotage and attack targets symbolizing apartheid or having economic value. Mandela became 
its first commander-in-chief. 

One of the most damning pieces of evidence concerning Mandela's longstanding 
communist ties comes from Cuban defector (and formerly Castro's top Africa expert) Juan 
Benemelis, who, together with Che Guevara, set up many African revolutionary movements. In 
March 1987, Donald McAlvany, one of America's most knowledgeable experts on South Africa, 
interviewed Benemelis. McAlvany reported in his April 1987 newsletter that Benemelis told him 
he (Benemelis) and Guevara had "met with Oliver Tambo and Nelson Mandela at least three 
times in Sudan, Algeria and Ghana. In Ghana, Mandela was provided with explosives, weapons 
and other logistical support by Benemelis and members of the Cuban DGI (military intelligence). 
Guevara trusted Mandela completely and believed him to be a dedicated Marxist/Leninist." 

Over an 18-month period Umkhonto we Sizwe claimed credit for more than 70 acts of 
sabotage. An arrest warrant was issued for Mandela. Fleeing the country, Mandela traveled to 
Ethiopia and Algeria, where he received guerrilla training and solicited funds and weapons. After 
returning to South Africa in July 1962, he was arrested, tried, and sentenced to five years in 
prison. On July 11, 1963, South African police raided the Communist Party headquarters in 
Rivonia and confiscated hundreds of documents indicating a conspiracy to overthrow the 
government of South Africa. Thirteen individuals were charged, and nine, including Mandela 
and Walter Sisulu, stood trial. All except one -- Lionel Bernstein -- were found guilty and 
sentenced to life in prison. During the lengthy trial (it began on October 9, 1963 and ended on 
June 11, 1964), Mandela admitted to playing a prominent role in creating Umkhonto we Sizwe 
and stated that the organization had been responsible for a number of acts of sabotage as the 
indictment charged. 

Apologists for Mandela immediately began raving that he was a political prisoner, but 
even the leftist human rights organization Amnesty International did not consider him such. In a 
letter to the Finnish newspaper Helsingen Sanomat for September 13, 1985, Amnesty 
International pointed out that it had "ascertained that Mandela had participated in planning acts 
of sabotage and inciting violence, so that he could no longer fulfil the criteria for the 
classification of political prisoners." 
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** * *K 


President de Klerk released Mandela, and legalized the ANC, SACP, and other banned 
organizations in February 1990. 

In July 1989, while in "prison," Nelson Mandela wrote to then-South African President 
P.W. Botha, recalling that he had told the court which sentenced him in 1964 that he was 
"attracted by the idea of a classless society, an attraction which springs in part from Marxist 
reading .... "He aligned himself with those leftist leaders of "the new independent states" who 
"accept the need for some form of socialism to enable our people to catch up with the advanced 
countries of the world...." "My views," he assured Botha, "are still the same." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 
SOUTH AFRICA / MEDIA BIAS The 
Rest of the Story 

There was never any question where the American media stood on the South African 
elections. They have been madly involved in a torrid love affair with Nelson Mandela and his 
"movement" at least since his release from prison in 1990. For many members of the fourth 
estate, the illicit relationship started long before. However, when it comes to describing the 
so-called "news coverage" of the run-up to the election and the election itself, words like 
"biased" and "slanted" don't begin to do justice. The Establishment press made the event into a 
blatant, shameless propagandafest, plain and simple. 

For quantity, magnitude, and viciousness, the lies, inventions, distortions, shadings, 
twistings, and glaring omissions of the media's "Elect Mandela" campaign will be difficult to top. 
The campaign included the following elements: 

* Continue the sanctification of Mandela and associates to establish their moral claim to 
the throne. 

* Present a Mandela/ANC victory as a fait accompli by establishing them as the 
overwhelming favorites; flood the print and broadcast media with Mandela's image. 

¢ Minimize or ignore any embarrassing Mandela/ANC actions, statements, or policies 
that might jeopardize their victory. 

* Cover up or explain away the dominant influence of the South African Communist 
Party (SACP) in the ANC. 

* Play down the ANC's continued terror campaigns against its opposition. 

* Present F.W. de Klerk's National Party as the only significant and legitimate opposition. 
Present all other opposition parties as inconsequential or outright evil. 

* Ignore or justify all illegal and unfair use of government force against ANC opposition. 

* Report that the blatantly biased election commissions, monitors, and procedures are 
"impartial and fair." 

¢ Psychologically prepare world opinion for the probable "necessity" of using 
international military force against "violent" and "obstructionist" opponents. 

Invading the "Bop" 

The ANC/SACP had long targeted the independent tribal homelands for takeover. During 
the first two weeks of March, some 40,000 to 50,000 ANC supporters were bused into the 
Bophuthatswana homeland. These were mostly Zulu- and Xhosa-speaking ANC people and 
clearly not Tswana residents. They started a week-long spree of rioting, arson, murder, and 
pillaging in order to justify sending in the new ANC-dominated National Peacekeeping Force to 
remove anti-communist President Lucas Mangope. 

Yet, the Chicago Tribune called the invaders "pro-democracy demonstrators," "the 
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people of Bophuthatswana," and "jubilant residents," and Bob Drogin of the Los Angeles Times 
wrote: "... the spontaneous protests spread quickly to a general anti-Mangope uprising." Bill 
Keller at the New York Times reported the Bop riots as a "popular uprising" that "appeared to be 
spontaneous and even disorganized." Newsweek's Richard Lacayo wrote that Mangope suffered 
"a stinging rebuke from his own people." It was much the same for the rest of the print and 
broadcast media. 

Next, the campaign moved to the Ciskei homeland, where Brigadier Oupa J. Gqoso was 
overthrown in similar manner. Like Mangope, he was vilified in the American press as a corrupt 
stooge. No one in the media bothered to ask why General Bantu Holimisa, dictator of the 
Transkei homeland, or Brigadier Gabriel Ramushwana of the Venda homeland, both of whom 
came to power through ANC-supported military coups and cannot even offer a pretense of 
democratic legitimacy, were not also replaced. Perhaps it is because Transkei has long been a 
base for launching ANC terrorist attacks on surrounding farmers, villages, and cities. And 
Ramushwana has been so supportive of the revolution that the ANC/National Party coalition 
named him commander of the National Peacekeeping Force. 

Following the "pacification" of Ciskei, top communist Joe Slovo remarked on March 
23rd, "Two down, one to go." That "one to go" referred to Chief Buthelezi and King Goodwill 
Zwelithini of KwaZulu. The communists' plan for the Zulus was already out of the bag long 
before that, however. An ANC/SACP document, entitled Prepare the Anvil for the Coming 
Hammer, had already slipped out. It sets forth the ANC's strategy to destroy KwaZulu. The plan 
is almost identical to that used against the Bop and Ciskei. One part of the plan states: 

... efforts must be made to persuade civil servants that job security and their pensions can only 
be secured by a people's government and not by tribal despots. 
Combined with mass action ... a situation of ungovernability could 

reproduce itself fairly rapidly .... Jt is important, however, for this crunch 

movement to have an appearance of spontaneity and popular support. Direct 

ANC involvement must be played down [emphasis added]. 

The ANC/SACP needn't have worried; the press has been only too glad to "play down" 
the involvement -- so much so that almost no one in America has even heard of the document. 
All most Americans know is that this Chief Buthelezi guy and his Inkatha Zulus are really bad 
news. They've had help in forming that opinion from a surfeit of nasty charges like that leveled 
by New York Times columnist Anthony Lewis in a March 30th piece entitled "Pride of Buthelezi 
Comes Before the Fall: He can do a lot of damage in the meantime." Lewis describes the Zulu 
chief as "a man undone by his overweening pride" and refers to his alleged "paranoid streak" and 
"his vanity." The Timesman condemns "armed Inkatha toughs" and "Inkatha hit squads" and, in 
virtually the same breath, offers homage to the late "great black leader, Robert Sobukwe" -- the 
father of South African ultra-violence. Finally, he says, "Buthelezi's strength lies in violence. A 
few well-armed thugs can spread a lot of terror." 

In the same vein, the Los Angeles Times offered up a heavy piece on April 10th by 
Michael Clough, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), entitled, "For Roots 
of South Africa's Violence, Look to Buthelezi." "The current battles are outgrowths of 
Buthelezi's continuing effort to carve out a political role for himself in a post-apartheid South 
Africa," said Clough. And he warned that "an attempt must be made to calm the Zulu passions 
that Buthelezi has aroused." He continues: "South Africans and the international community 
must come to terms with the fact that many Inkatha warlords are unlikely to compromise. 
Forcing them to accept the reality of a democratic South Africa will be a long, and probably 
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violent process...." Yes, the UN may have to invade. 
Selective Outrage 

One of the most extraordinary coverups surrounds the murder of over 50 Inkatha Zulus 
by ANC snipers in broad daylight in the heart of Johannesburg's financial district. The outrage 
occurred on March 28th as thousands of Zulu demonstrators marched past Shell House, the 
former oil company headquarters that now serves as headquarters for the ANC. According to 
many media reports, "shots rang out" and it just happened that all of the dead and wounded were 
Zulus. No blame, just one of those things. 

Richard Ellis, Johannesburg reporter for the Sunday Times of London has provided some 
welcome balance to the blatant pro-ANC bias overwhelmingly displayed by most of the "liberal" 
international press corps. His story in the April 3rd issue of the Times cast a much different -- 
and more believable -light on the incident. According to Ellis, "Without warning, the ANC 
guards opened up with automatic weapons on the largely unarmed [Inkatha] crowd." Ellis quoted 
eyewitnesses who own or are employed in nearby shops who watched the ANC open fire without 
provocation. Tony Dias, working in his family's restaurant opposite the ANC headquarters, 
stated that the Inkatha marchers "were doing their own thing, they were not breaking anything or 
threatening anybody," when Mandela's thugs started shooting down on them from the upper 
floors of Shell House. "Later," reported Ellis, "the ANC would claim that the Zulus had been 
shot while attempting to storm their HQ, even though they were gunned down at the side of the 
building, far from any entrance." 

There are other obvious problem's with the ANC's "self defense" explanation: 

¢ If ANC shooters were simply trying to repel an invasion of their building, why did 
witnesses report seeing ANC security personnel running and shooting marchers in the street? 

¢ Why did the ANC snipers shoot Zulus in the garden of the Johannesburg library and in 
the streets blocks away from Shell house -- people who couldn't be considered a threat by any 
stretch of the imagination? 

¢ Why did even a top ANC official at the scene acknowledge that the marchers had been 
killed "in cold blood"? (Bet you never heard about that from any of your "news" reports.) The 
Sunday Times reported that a "senior ANC politician," a woman on the organization's national 
executive council, who watched the carnage from the fourth floor of Shell House conceded the 
violence was ANC-instigated. 

¢ Why did ANC thugs continue the slaughter long after the marchers dispersed? Ellis 
reported: "As the demonstration broke up in disarray, bands of marauding ANC youths began 
hunting down Zulus." He then reported in gruesome detail the stoning murder of a lone Zulu 
youth about 20 years old by some 20 ANC gangsters in a park near Shell House. A Sunday 
Times reporter and four photographers tried to protect and help the man but were overpowered 
by the killers. After ten minutes of pulverizing the hapless victim with rocks and kicks, reported 
Ellis, "Finally, a comrade came up and delivered the coup de grace: using two hands to hurl a 
jagged rock the size of a paving stone, he split the man's head like a pumpkin." 

¢ What about the "rule of law" Mandela and his supporters continually prattle about? 
When police obtained a search warrant to look for weapons and gather evidence at Shell House, 
Mandela personally prevented the police from entering the building. This made clear some very 
important points, namely: Mandela and his thugs consider themselves above the law that they 
prescribe for others; and Mandela's forces at that time were already in de facto control of much 
of the government. The Shell House incident is especially important because it was not an 
incident in which the identity of the assailants is in question, or one which can be passed off as 
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the work of some low-level "hot heads" acting on their own. It involved the ANC headquarters 
staff. 

On April 18th, just a little over a week before the election, another incident reemphasized 
these same points. It came to light that five Inkatha supporters (four men and a boy) were 
imprisoned in a torture cell in one of the ANC's buildings in the middle of downtown 
Johannesburg. One of the men had escaped and brought police back to free his captive cohorts, It 
was obvious the cell couldn't have been constructed and the torture operations carried out 
without official ANC approval, but the ANC was allowed to brush the scandal aside with a 
mere pledge to "investigate." And the media "watchdogs" were perfectly content to drop the 
story. Had the roles been reversed -- had ANC comrades been found tortured in an IFP cell -- is 
there any doubt that the press would have made it a page-one event for days or weeks, 
demanding an international investigation? 

"Free and Fair" Elections 

When it came to the election process and the elections themselves, the international press 
corps again showed an amazing lack of curiosity. A host of "imbalances" and "irregularities" 
were given short shrill, if noticed at all, such as: 

¢ Judge Johann Kriegler, chairman of the highly-touted "impartial" Independent Electoral 
Commission, is a founding member of the left-wing Lawyers for Human Rights and an ANC 
supporter. The rest of the commission was weighted overwhelmingly toward the ANC and the 
National Party. 

¢ Many election monitors at polling centers openly wore ANC pins and hats and 
"coached" voters. 

* Heavily armed "National Peacekeepers" at some IFP strongholds scared off many 
voters. 

* Inkatha Freedom Party stickers were left off of hundreds of thousands of ballots. 

¢ Many polling booths were left closed resulting in tens of thousands being unable to 
vote. 

¢ There were numerous reports of ballot boxes being tampered with, and reports of young 
ANC children voting, using obviously fraudulent documents. 

With a few telephone calls to various points throughout South Africa, THE NEW 
AMERICAN was able to cross check and make a preliminary confirmation of many of these 
charges. But the major prostitute press was in a hurry to pronounce the elections "free and fair." 

Final Benediction 

To add a final benediction on the election, the press turned to Mandela's old comrade, 
Bishop Desmond Tutu. The Red Bishop basked in the massive media glow on election day. The 
New York Times’ lead editorial for April 30th, "South Africa, Reborn," quoted the blissful 
clergyman on the joy of casting his vote for the new ANC/SACP regime: "It's an incredible 
experience -- like falling in love." 

Christopher Matthews, Washington bureau chief of the San Francisco Examiner, 
provided a May Ist op-ed column from Cape Town entitled "The Prayers of Desmond Tutu." 
"For Tutu, the man of God, Wednesday, April 27, 1994, would be a day of deep religious 
significance, a day of transfiguration for the blacks of South Africa." Before going to vote, said 
Matthews, Tutu prayed in his private chapel and "asked God to transfigure those right-wing 
whites who were trying to stop the South African elections with terrorism: 'We pray that you turn 
the hearts of those who want to use evil methods." 

Yes, this is the same good bishop who has been steadfastly unable to direct the same 
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concern and energy toward converting his terrorist ANC comrades from their evil methods. The 
same saintly cleric who said, "I think the West, for my part, can go to hell." The same "man of 
God" who, in a 1979 speech, said, "I am a socialist -- I detest capitalism. Capitalism is 
exploitative and I cannot stand that." And who, in 1984 said: "What I know is that if the Russians 
were to come to South Africa today, then most blacks who reject communism as atheistic and 
materialistic would welcome them as saviours." The same "Reverend" Tutu who has had kind 
words for Red China, Cuba, and every other communist dictatorship and terrorist "liberation 
movement," and who once boasted, "I have never hidden the fact that I meet with the leaders of 
the liberation movement when I go abroad." 

Accompanying the Matthews piece was an illustration of the praying Tutu, head bowed 
reverently, his lips touching his folded hands. Matthews continued: "Now came the chase .... He 
could not wait to cast his vote. 'He prays three times a day,' American divinity student Michael 
Battle explained as we raced to catch up with the bishop." 

The radical prelate's saintliness thus established once again, his support for the ANC is 
presented as the ultimate imprimatur of the "new order" of Mandela. We shall see if it be the 
heavenly order promised. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


The Media's "Necklacing" of Buthelezi and Inkatha 


We have seen it time after time: Chiang Kai-shek in China, Draza Mihailovich in 
Yugoslavia, Syngman Rhee in Korea, Moise Tshombe in Katanga, Mohhamed Reza Pahlevi in 
Iran, Anastasio Somoza in Nicaragua, Augusto Pinochet in Chile, Ian Smith in Rhodesia, 
Ferdinand Marcos in the Philippines, and on and on, with nauseating repetition. Wherever the 
communists threaten to impose their totalitarian program, you can count on the Western media to 
carry out a vicious campaign of defamation against any anti-communist leader who blocks the 
way. 

The current main object of hate by the Establishment press is Prince Mangosuthu Gatsha 
Buthelezi, chief minister of KwaZulu and president of South Africa's Inkatha Freedom Party 
(FP). It is not difficult to see why. "His Inkatha movement has the biggest membership ever 
assembled under one banner in the country's history," observes Jack Shepherd Smith, author of 
Buthelezi, a biography of the Zulu chief. "Backed by his massive and ever growing constituency, 
which today includes a significant number of whites, he has confidently moved to centre stage as 
the pivotal figure in the political games which will be played in the decade of the '90s." 

The 66-year-old Buthelezi is the uncle of King Goodwill Zwelithini, the current king of 
the Zulu nation. Although some reports in the international press have stated that there is a fierce 
rivalry between the prince and his king, those who are close to both of them say that such rumors 
are simply part of a propaganda campaign by the ANC and its allies aimed at causing 
divisiveness among Zulu supporters of Inkatha. Most reliable sources indicate a close and 
harmonious relationship between the royal kinsmen. 

Born to Lead 

By any standard, Gatsha Buthelezi is a remarkable and complex man: cultured world 
traveler, popular tribal leader, practical intellectual, voracious reader, inspiring orator, 
conscientious administrator, tireless campaigner, shrewd statesman, consummate diplomat, and 
zealous crusader. Polite to a fault and generally mild mannered, he carries himself with a 
dignified, regal bearing that does credit to his royal lineage -- without manifesting the stiff, 
imperious arrogance typical of Nelson Mandela. His calm, soft-spoken manner and his 
long-standing commitment to peaceful negotiation -- with both the ANC and the National Party 
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-have been mistaken by some, and misrepresented by others, as weakness. However, anyone 
familiar with the political mine field he has skillfully traversed over the last 30 years of his 
chieftainship and the many battles he has fought -- with the ANC revolutionaries and impatient 
IFP militants on the one hand and the duplicitous Botha and de Klerk regimes on the other -- 
cannot help but recognize a frame of steel beneath the velvet exterior. 

Buthelezi appears equally at home in his office at the ultra-modern KwaZulu Legislative 
Assembly, meeting with international leaders in capitals of the world, or dancing with spear in 
hand and attired in traditional Zulu ceremonial regalia. "Buthelezi straddles two cultures with 
ease and assurance," wrote biographer Jack Shepherd Smith in a profile on the chief that 
appeared in Style Magazine of Johannesburg several years ago. And although royal Zulu blood 
courses in his veins, said Smith, "there is no African leader on this continent who has a surer 
instinct for Western attitudes and Western-style politics." Many observers see him as the model 
leader not only for the Zulus, but for all black Africans, one who can bridge the cultural and 
developmental chasm between the rural, tribal populations and modern industrial society, and 
one who can help heal the age-old ethnic and tribal hostilities. He has played an important 
transitional role in his own Zulu nation. As Smith has noted, "He was the first Zulu chief to get a 
university degree (BA, Fort Hare, 1950) and he was also the first to marry only once. His father, 
Chief Mathole, had no fewer than 20 wives, Buthelezi's mother, wife number ten, being the 
daughter of King Dinizulu." He is a member of the Anglican Church and is credited with 
influencing many black South Africans to seek Christian, rather than Marxian, solutions to their 
country's dilemmas. 

From ANC to IFP 

Like most black men of note of his generation, Buthelezi was for many years a member 
of the ANC. One of his uncles, the Oxford-trained Dr. Pixley ka Isaka Seme, founded the Native 
National Congress (later renamed the ANC) in 1912. As a student, Buthelezi came under the 
influence of the legendary Zulu Chief Albert Luthuli, president of the ANC, winner of the 1961 
Nobel Peace Prize, and pro-communist collaborator. He became close friends with the older 
Luthuli and many times risked arrest to visit the ANC leader during the time when the chief was 
banned for his political activities. While attending Fort Hare University, Buthelezi was a member 
of the ANC Youth League, along with classmates Robert Sobukwe, Walter Sisulu, Duma 
Nokwe, and others who would rise to top ANC leadership. (Another classmate was Robert 
Mugabe, now Marxist dictator of Zimbabwe.) Because of his political activities and associations, 
Buthelezi was trailed and harassed by the Special Branch of the Security Police, and for nine 
years his passport was confiscated by the government. 

Inkatha was established by Chief Buthelezi's uncle, King Solomon ka Dinizulu, in 1922. 
However, after many years of inactivity, it was revived by Buthelezi in 1975. Committed to 
ending apartheid and winning full citizenship rights for blacks, Inkatha, nevertheless, has 
consistently rejected the revolutionary path of violence embraced by the SACP/ANC. In his 1990 
manifesto, South Africa: My Vision of the Future, Buthelezi declares: "... | completely 
denounce violence. I will go to my grave believing that non-violence and peaceful aims and 
objectives are primary, decent and worthwhile objects which should be inculcated into the hearts 
and minds of all at all times." 

This attitude, naturally, does not set well with the Communist Party and ANC, to whom 
violence and terrorism against civilian innocents -- including women and children -- are a given. 
And Inkatha's staunch opposition to the ANC's socialist agenda and centralized state power 
structure has made the IFP anathema to Mandela and his sycophantic supporters in the West. 
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Inkatha Agenda 

"Inkatha has not sought a monopoly of political power, like the SACP/ANC," notes 
Morgan Norval, author of Inside the ANC and Politics by Other Means, and one of America's 
most knowledgeable observers of South African politics. "It favors a decentralized federal 
system patterned on the United States instead of the highly centralized power-grabbing unitary 
state advocated by the SACP/ANC." The 1990 Inkatha Declaration, which spells out the IFP's 
goals for a free South Africa, calls for constitutional guarantees for freedom of speech, assembly, 
and worship, universal adult suffrage, protection from arbitrary arrest, a presumption of 
innocence until proven guilty, an independent judiciary, the right of everyone to own property, 
and other American-sounding principles. "In short," says Norval, "Inkatha's political agenda is 
one with which most Americans would be quite comfortable." 

In South Africa: My Vision of the Future, Buthelezi says: "To tame power it is 
necessary to disperse it as widely as possible. Among the ways to do so is the division of power 
between competing branches of government, so that each balances the other, or the division of 
power between regions, so that each will protect its people against the central authority." And, 
rejecting the Marxist path that has devastated so much of his continent, he says, "Self evidently, 
individual liberty cannot exist without private property, and a lawful means to transfer title. 
These two concepts lie at the heart of economic success wherever it has occurred. SA, like the 
Soviet Union, is falling in part because it has violated both concepts." Dangerous ideas, from the 
ANC's viewpoint. 

Dangerous also -- to the ANC's political future, at least -- is the means by which 
Buthelezi intends to achieve his objectives. As he says in My Vision: "On one side of a 
deepening polarization in black South Africa are those who want to establish a socialist 
one-party state. On the other side are those who want to establish a multi-party free enterprise 
democracy. In the former, tactics and strategies designed to bring about the eradication of 
apartheid are designed to produce the conformity of thought which disciplined revolutionaries 
believe they have the right to impose on people. Those who seek multi-party democracy seek the 
destruction of apartheid in tactics and strategies which are designed to set the people free to do 
their own choosing and to author their own destiny .... We must therefore act against apartheid 
while acting for democracy." 

In using the term "democracy," Buthelezi has made clear that he means a constitutional 
republic, an elected, representative government of limited powers bound by the rule of law and 
guaranteeing equal protection to peoples of all races, colors, and creeds. Most alarming to the 
SACP/ANC and their allies is the enormous support this message is receiving from South 
Africans all across the color spectrum. Although originally it was almost exclusively Zulu, 
Inkatha has become in the past few years the first major, multi-racial party in South Africa. It 
includes whites, blacks, Indians, Asians, and coloreds in both its membership and the party 
leadership. And with more than three million dues-paying members it is far and away the 
country's largest political organization. The ANC, by contrast, has less than one million 
members, and has been able to "recruit" what membership it does have through deceit, bribery 
(with massive funding and propaganda from Europe and America), intimidation, and by counting 
tens of thousands of children and young thugs who are not eligible to vote. 

In Enormous Task 

Chief Buthelezi is now in a very dangerous position. He knows that the ANC is as 
committed to its revolutionary path as it ever was and that the communist campaign of violence 
against the IFP and his Zulus will accelerate once Mandela's gang assumes full control of the 
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government bureaucracy and the defense and security forces. He knows also that de Klerk and 
the National Party are collaborating fully with the Mandela-Slovo cabal in this betrayal. 
Committed as he is to non-violence, he has let it be known that he by no means intends to 
renounce self-defense and allow his people to be butchered. He is faced with the enormously 
difficult task of simultaneously continuing to build the IFP into a base of unity for 
non-communist whites, blacks, and coloreds, while organizing his large but poorly armed 
following for self-protection -- and all the while doing everything in his power to avoid and 
defuse provocations that the ANC can use to justify unleashing the military and police forces 
against him. 


-- W.F J. 


Conservatives have long railed at the communist/liberal-left axis that has formed the most 
visible base of the worldwide attack on South Africa: the Soviet Union, Cuba, Libya, 
Mozambique, and Zimbabwe; the United Nations, the World Council of Churches, the NAACP, 
the Congressional Black Caucus, Jesse Jackson, Andrew Young, and the whole network of 
professional civil rights/human rights radicals that grew out of the 1960s antiwar movement; and, 
of course, the literati and glitterati of the national press, academe, and Hollywood. 

These formidable elements, marching under the camouflage of the anti-apartheid banner, 
have comprised a force that has done much to bring South Africa to its knees. But all of the 
AK-47s, mortars, bombs, Soviet advisers, terrorist training camps, assassinations, 
demonstrations, and biased broadcasts of these revolutionists combined could not, of themselves, 
have brought about the transformation in South Africa of a vicious terrorist group and its titular 
head from the status of political outlaws to that of global cult heroes and de facto heads of state. 
No, these subversive elements merely provided the "pressure from below," an essential 
ingredient, but not sufficient of itself without "pressure from above" to produce the revolutionary 
transformation. 

CFR Workings 

In the case of South Africa, this "pressure from above" came from the same cabal that has 
betrayed and overthrown so many of our anti-communist allies since World War II -- China, 
Cuba, Nicaragua, Iran, and Rhodesia, to name a few. The leading cabalists in this ongoing 
betrayal come from the highest echelons of the international banking and corporate elite of 
Europe and America and their political front groups. 

Foremost among these fronts have been the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) in the 
U:S., and its "sister bodies," the Royal Institute of International Affairs (RITA) in Great Britain, 
the Institute Francais des Relations Internationales in France, the Forschungsinstitut der 
Deutschen Gesellschaft fur Auswartige Politik in Germany, and the South Africa Institute for 
International Affairs (SATA) in South Africa. 

In the U.S., the CFR elitists have virtually run the federal executive branch since World 
War II, controlling the White House and especially using the Departments of State, Treasury, 
and Defense to advance their globalist "new world order" designs. 

Combining this political clout with their enormous economic clout in the financial 
markets, corporate board rooms and tax-exempt foundations, and their domination of the major 
news media, these global Insiders have time and again teamed up to scuttle anti-communist allies 
and to promote the most despicable communist regimes and the most violent terrorist 
organizations. This was especially apparent when the CFR hosted Nelson Mandela during his 
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adulatory 1990 tour of the United States. After hobnobbing with the CFR elite at the 
organization's New York headquarters, Mandela was sent off for full celebrity treatment by the 
CFR media managers. 

But Mandela is only the most notable of the ANC terrorists and supporters whom the 
CFR Insiders have hosted. Others among the ANC high command who have been honored at the 
CFR's royal palavers include Walter Sisulu, Thabo Mbeki, Chris Hani, Joe Slovo, John Samuel, 
Patrick Lekota, Chris Mathabe, Aziz Pahad, and Tebogo Mafole. Slovo, of course, is also head 
of the South African Communist Party (SACP) and one of Moscow's most slavish apparatchiks. 
Slovo, who is white, came from Lithuania and is reportedly a colonel in the Soviet KGB. 

Other CFR honorees include ANC cheerleaders Archbishop Desmond Tutu, the 
"Reverend" Allan Boesak, and a parade of pro-ANC activists from radical South African 
organizations such as the United Democratic Front, Institute for a Democratic Alternative for 
South Africa, the Center for Policy Studies, the Legal Resources Center, and the South Africa 
Foundation. 

International Pincer Attack 

For decades the CFR's agenda on South Africa has been outlined in its journal, Foreign 
Affairs, and has been put into effect by such CFR operatives as Henry Kissinger, Cyrus Vance, 
George Shultz, and Warren Christopher. These agents, along with their colleagues in the media 
and their counterparts in Europe, were able to orchestrate an incredible international pincer 
attack, combining political blackmail, economic extortion, and public opinion pressure to paint 
South Africa as the most execrable nation on earth. Their high-level pressure helped force the 
South African government to make one deadly concession after another to the communist 
enemies of all Africans, whether black, white, Indian, or colored. At the same time, communist, 
Marxist, and other "Third World" regimes were (and still are) slaughtering their peoples by the 
hundreds of thousands and oppressing millions in the most unspeakable manner, with little 
international public outcry, diplomatic repercussions, or economic sanctions whatsoever. 

Examples of the CFR conspiratorial duplicity against South Africa are too legion to 
enumerate here at any length. Following are but a few: 

* In 1959, the Pan Africanist Congress (PAC), a violent offshoot of the ANC, was 
organized in the Johannesburg offices of the United States Information Service (USIS) under 
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles (a CFR founder) and his successor at State, Christian 
Herter (CFR). 

* In 1965, the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, under the direction of its 
president, Joseph E. Johnson (CFR), brought forth a detailed plan advocating a military invasion 
of South Africa by the United Nations. The Carnegie Endowment, a vital adjunct of the CFR, has 
continued its anti-South Africa attacks non-stop. In the Winter 1986-87 issue of the Carnegie 
Endowment journal Foreign Policy, William Minter militantly charged that "there is no alternate 
way, short of Western military action, to induce the apartheid regime to negotiate its surrender." 

¢ The giant Ford and Rockefeller Foundations, always run by CFR members, have 
unstintingly lavished enormous sums on left-wing South African groups for decades. 

* Vice President Walter Mondale (CFR) stated in May 1977 that President Carter (CFR) 
would give high priority to "smashing" South Africa's apartheid. The Carter regime soon 
validated that statement. On October 27, 1977, President Carter ordered an immediate arms 
embargo on South Africa because of its "blatant deprivation of basic human rights." At the same 
time, Carter was pursuing normalization of relations with Red China and expanded relations with 
the Soviet Union, both sterling champions of "basic human Rights." 
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* In 1978 the South African Foreign Ministry released a report showing that, in the 
previous three years, Western governments had provided about 69 million rand (at that time 
about $79 million) to the SWAPO (South West Africa People's Organization) terrorists alone. 
The U.S. government's contribution had been around $3.9 million. 

* A 1984 article in Foreign Affairs by Thomas G. Karis (CFR) signaled the 
Establishment's open support for South African communists and terrorists. Praising the 
thoroughly communist-dominated ANC and United Democratic Front, Karis glowed at the 
prospect of a South Africa governed "by individuals like ... Desmond Tutu, Oliver Tambo, and 
Nelson Mandela." 

¢ On September 8, 1985, President Reagan signed Executive Order 12532, which 
declared: "I, Ronald Reagan, President of the United States, find that the policies and actions of 
the Government of South Africa constitute an unusual and extraordinary threat to the foreign 
policy and economy of the United States and hereby declare a national emergency to deal with 
the threat." Thus, South Africa was officially deemed to be a greater "threat" than the Soviet 
Union or China. 

* In 1986 a comprehensive study by Rand Africaans University's Institute for American 
Studies provided details concerning the funneling of hundreds of millions of U.S. tax dollars by 
the Reagan State Department into the coffers of radical, pro-Soviet, pro-ANC groups in South 
Africa. Some $200 to $300 million were channeled through the U.S. Agency for International 
Development, the U.S. Information Agency, the National Endowment for Democracy, the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, and other agencies. 

¢ Also in 1986, Assistant Secretary of State Chester Crocker (CFR) described the ANC as 
"freedom fighters," marking an official about-face from State's previous designation of the ANC 
as a terrorist group. Crocker, author of the Reagan Administration's disastrous South Africa 
policy of "constructive engagement," first outlined the CFR game plan in a 1980 article for 
Foreign Affairs entitled "South Africa: Strategy for Change." 

* Due to U.S. bludgeoning, South Africa signed the Nkomati Accords, the Lusaka 
Accords, and the Namibia Accords, all of which involved the abandonment and betrayal of South 
Africa's most important military allies: Savimbi's UNITA guerillas in Angola, the RENAMO 
forces in Mozambique, and the South West Africa Territorial Forces in Namibia. 

¢ On January 28, 1987, Secretary of State George Shultz (CFR), in a high-profile event, 
met in Washington, DC with the ANC's top terrorist, Oliver Tambo. That night, Tambo declared 
to Ted Koppel (CFR) on ABC's Nightline that he and Shultz had come to a "meeting of minds" 
and shared a common goal for South Africa. 

¢ On February 5, 1987, M. Peter McPherson (CFR), director of the U.S. Agency for 
International Development, announced a Reagan Administration pledge of $93 million in new 
aid to Botswana, Angola, Mozambique, Tanzania, Lesotho, Swaziland, and Zimbabwe. These 
Marxist "front line" states were involved in deadly guerilla warfare against South Africa and 
provided sites for Soviet-backed terrorist training camps. 

¢ The Clinton State Department admitted last August that it was assigning U.S. personnel 
to train bodyguards for Mandela and other ANC officials. It had no comparable program for Zulu 
Chief Buthelezi or other South African leaders who are far more vulnerable than ANC leaders to 
assassination attempts. 

¢ On July 5, 1993, David Rockefeller hosted a dinner for top corporate executives to 
honor Nelson Mandela and raise funds for the ANC election drive. ANC Foreign Secretary 
Thabo Mbeki praised Rockefeller as a longtime friend who has "backed the ANC financially for 
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more than a decade." 

* Barely two weeks prior to the South African elections, an international coterie of 
"mediators" led by Henry Kissinger (CFR) descended on Johannesburg to undermine the 
demands of Zulu Chief Buthelezi and to confer the Insiders' benediction on Mandela and the 
ANC. 

Rhodes' Legacy 

Certainly some of the most strategic "pressure from above" has come from inside South 
Africa itself, which is hardly surprising considering that many of the Insider groups we have 
been discussing can trace their genesis to that South African Insider of fabled wealth and power, 
Cecil John Rhodes. With Rothschild and J.P. Morgan money, Rhodes became the worldwide 
king of diamonds and gold in the latter half of the 19th century. But years earlier, while a student 
at Oxford, he had become a disciple of Professor John Ruskin, a revolutionary utopian socialist. 
(Ruskin wrote in his own newsletter, "For, indeed, I am myself a communist of the old school -- 
reddest also of the red.") According to Rhodes biographer Sara G. Millin, "The government of 
the world was Rhodes' simple desire." Rhodes established a secret society called the Round 
Table and used his vast fortune to promote his Ruskinite plans for socialist world government. 
His Round Table progeny include the CFR and its corresponding sister bodies now operating in 
most of the major powers of Europe and Asia. 

Rhodes' mantle was transferred in the early 1900s first to Ernest Oppenheimer, and then 
to his son, Harry F. Oppenheimer, who holds the reins to one of the largest and most powerful 
financial and industrial empires the world has ever seen. The Oppenheimer kingdom includes the 
vast resources of the enormous Anglo American Corporation, the de Beers diamond cartel, the 
Minorco conglomerate, Highveld Steel, and hundreds of diversified companies encircling the 
globe. 

Like fellow Insiders David Rockefeller and the late Armand Hammer, Oppenheimer has 
always been cozy with the communists. For 40 years his Anglo American Corporation has held 
strategic gold and diamond sales agreements with the Soviet Union. Oppenheimer has been a 
longtime supporter of the ANC and was an early and powerful voice calling for the release of 
Nelson Mandela. 

In 1985 Oppenheimer sent Anglo American chairman Gavin Reilly and other business 
leaders to Zambia for a meeting with Oliver Tambo and other senior ANC officials. This 
provided an enormous boost to the ANC's prestige and credibility. Oppenheimer's controlling 
interest in Argus Newspapers, South Africa's largest newspaper group, has enabled him to 
shower the ANC/SACP with an incredible propaganda windfall. His Oppenheimer Fund 
annually pours millions of dollars into radical causes. According to South African journalist Aida 
Parker, Oppenheimer's conduits have poured 320 to 350 million rand into the ANC since 1985 
and have given the PAC more than 50,000 rand in the weeks leading up to the election. 

Naturally, Oppenheimer is a key player in Rockefeller's global CFR network. For many 
years he has been a leading figure in the South African Institute for International Affairs. Like 
his American and European counterparts, he has used his position, power, and pelf to betray his 
country and advance the diabolical designs of the new world order. The Oppenheimer influence, 
together with strategic pressure from the U.S.Europe Rhodes network, explains many of the 
suicidal and otherwise inexplicable policies and actions of the National Party (NP) under F.W. de 
Klerk. 

"Conservative" Sellout 
Like leaders of the Republican Party in the United States, the de Klerk coterie in Pretoria 
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knows how to strike a conservative posture while actually selling out all South Africans to the 
ANC/SACP reds. A few examples serve to illustrate a long chain of perfidy: 

* On September 26, 1992 de Klerk and Mandela agreed to outlawing Inkatha members 
from carrying their traditional weapons -- spears and knobby sticks -- but did not require ANC 
armed units to refrain from carrying their traditional weapons -- AK-47s, grenades, and other 
high-powered weapons. 

* In November 1993, de Klerk's National Party and the ANC agreed to the merger of the 
ANC's military arm, the terrorist Umkhonto we Sizwe (MK), with the South African Defense 
Force (SADF) into a new National Peacekeeping Force (NPKF). The results have been 
frightening. As Ray Kennedy reported in The European for April 22-28, the ANC's members at 
the NPKF training camp near Bloemfontein "distinguished themselves with nights of drunken 
rampaging when they hurled abuse and threats at white instructors from the South African army 
and broke out of the barracks. And in its attempt to quell a firefight between ANC supporters and 
Zulu hostel-dwellers this week, wild shooting ensued, in the course of which a press 
photographer was killed." 

¢ The NP/ANC Goldstone Commission was a predictably one-sided affair. Judge 
Goldstone was the only judge acceptable to the ANC -- because of his pro-ANC leanings. 
Goldstone demonstrated his ANC bias earlier this year when he issued a report to the ANC 
before issuing it to the government. The Commission's charges that the SADF was arming 
Inkatha death squads was reported as fact around the world. 

¢ The Independent Election Commission (IEC) set up by the NP/ANC negotiators and 
headed by Judge Johann Kriegler was a farce, as expected. Kriegler, a founder of the left-wing 
Lawyers for Human Rights, is pro-ANC and the entire IEC became a full-employment program 
for ANC cadres. 

¢ The blatantly pro-ANC/SACP constitution was constructed by the ANC's Secretary 
General Cyril Ramaphosa and the NP's Constitutional Development Minister Roelf Meyer -- 
with the help of Harvard's Roger Fisher (CFR) and other Insider internationalists. It amounted to 
an abject surrender of the government by the NP to the ANC. But it was presented to South 
Africans by de Klerk and company as a great negotiation "victory." 

As always, it is the revolutionaries in silk ties at the top who are the most dangerous. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 
Abortion "Doctor" Suspended 

On April 22nd, the Mississippi Board of Licensure suspended the medical license of Dr. 
Thomas Tucker, who was described by CNN as "one of the nation's most widely known and 
busiest abortion doctors." Prior to the Board's action, Tucker had performed an estimated 70,000 
abortions as a "circuit rider" in Mississippi and Alabama. Although Tucker's media image is that 
of a selfless champion of the "reproductive rights" of poor women, Tucker earned more than 
$200,000 a year plying his grisly trade and drove to his clinics in a chauffeured Cadillac. 

According to the Board, Tucker allowed unlicensed personnel to practice medicine in his 
clinics. He was also accused of "immoral and unprofessional conduct," endangering the health of 
patients, gross malpractice, and lying to the Board. Although he insisted that the charges against 
him were purely political, the chief witness against him was Joy Davis, a former administrator 
for Tucker, who swore out a detailed 500-page deposition against the abortionist. The DeSoto, 
Mississippi District Attorney's office is also investigating allegations that Tucker used forceps to 
crush the skull of a live baby during an abortion. 
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Tucker is also under scrutiny by the Alabama Board of Medical Examiners regarding the 
death of 21-year-old Michelle Jordan, who died shortly before the Mississippi Board delivered 
its decision. Miss Jordan visited Tucker's Birmingham clinic to have a birth control device 
removed; three days later she died after complications arose from the general anesthesia that had 
been administered to her. At the time of Miss Jordan's death, the Alabama Board was 
investigating allegations that Tucker allowed unqualified, unlicensed individuals to administer 
anesthesia. 

The Alabama Board is also investigating the death of Angela Hall, who died three years 
ago following an abortion performed by Tucker. According to the Davis deposition, Hall began 
bleeding violently after the abortion, but Tucker refused to call an ambulance "as he had already 
referred a patient that day to the hospital for complications." The abortionist also ordered his 
employees to falsify medical records relating to the Hall case and burned the most incriminating 
documents. According to an employee who offered testimony before the Mississippi Board, 
Tucker routinely falsified patient records in order to circumvent the state's mandatory 24-hour 
waiting period, and frequently overcharged his clients. 

Tucker's record notwithstanding, feminists and allied pro-abortion advocates insist that 
his suspension is a blow to "women's rights." Christy Henderson, director of "Pro-Choice 
Mississippi," told the New York Times that "the bottom line is, if Tucker loses his license, 
Mississippi women will lose their access to choice .... It will be devastating." 

De-Christianization Campaign 

Patrick J. Mooney, a senior at Carnegie Mellon University, was threatened with 
disciplinary action after he dared to defend the Catholic Church in a hallway conversation. 
Mooney and two friends spotted a poster on a campus bulletin board advertising a documentary 
film lionizing the homo-fascist group ACT-UP. The poster contained a photograph of Cardinal 
John O'Connor with the caption, "Know your scumbags"; across the bottom of the poster was 
written, "We're here. We're queer. We're funded by your student activities fee." 

While Moohey and his friends were discussing the poster, a drama professor named Tim 
Saternow happened by and endorsed the anti-Catholic sentiments contained in the broadside. 
According to Saternow, Mooney responded by asking, "Why are you homosexuals attacking the 
church?" (The Pink Triangle that symbolizes the "gay rights" movement was proudly displayed 
on a book bag Saternow was carrying.) Saternow reacted to Mooney's complaint by filing a 
"verbal harassment" charge against the student. 

Saternow's charge was the subject of a three-hour hearing by the CMU Committee on 
Discipline. The meeting dealt with possible sanctions against Mooney, including expulsion, 
suspension, and a term of "community service." A campus homosexual group urged that 
Mooney's punishment take the form of 100 hours of service to a pro-homosexual cause. 

Aware that a free speech defense would avail him nothing, Mooney chose to defend his 
actions as an effort to confront religious bigotry: "The poster libeled the Catholic Church and 
Cardinal O'Connor of New York. I'm being charged with defending my faith." Mooney was 
eventually placed on "disCiplinary probation" until his graduation in May. Apparently, in the 
totalitarian culture of higher education, a Christian cannot defend his faith without endangering 
his academic career. 

Egyptian "Religious Right" 

According to the New York Times, the state-controlled Egyptian movie industry has 
taken up the cudgels against that country's Islamic fundamentalists. A new Egyptian feature film 
entitled The Terrorist depicts crazed Muslims committing acts of robbery, murder, and random 
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violence against tourists. A television mini-series entitled The Family portrays the efforts of 
fundamentalist leaders (who are drawn as cynical and power-hungry) to entice poor Egyptians 
into the movement. 

Adel Imam, the Arab world's equivalent of Tom Cruise, has the lead role in The Terrorist 
and believes that by acting in the movie he is striking an important blow for the cause of 
"tolerance." Imam describes his work in terms that could have been scripted by Norman Lear's 
People for the American Way: "The film is not just about the terrorism carried out with weapons, 
but the intellectual terrorism carried out by those who try to control our religion, our literature, 
and our thought." Apparently Imam sees nothing amiss in the Egyptian government's use of 
state-controlled media to demonize an entire religious community for the acts of a criminal 
minority. 

The most remarkable aspect of this story is the headline the New York Times selected for 
it: "Celluloid Front vs. Religious Right." No Egyptian source quoted in the story referred to the 
Islamic fundamentalists as the "religious right," and no responsible intellect can accept the notion 
that armed terrorists have anything in common with lawabiding Orthodox Jews and traditional 
Christians. However, the Establishment's party line is that all "fundamentalist" religious 
communities are part of one indivisible threat to "global democracy." 

Brave New Family 

Shere Hite, a feminist researcher whose studies of female sexuality earned her a great 
deal of popular notoriety -- and professional criticism -has released a book entitled The Hite 
Report on the Family: Growing Up Under Patriarchy. It is Hite's contention that the demise of 
the Western nuclear family is overdue. 

According to Hite, the "holy family" model of Jesus, Mary, and Joseph is "an essentially 
repressive one, teaching authoritarian psychological patterns and a belief in the unchanging 
rightness of male power." Hire contends that "democratization" of the family is necessary: "How 
can there be a successful democracy in public life if there is an authoritarian model in private 
life?" She maintains that a family can be made up of any combination of people who "share their 
lives in an intimate way." 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 

U.S. Troops for UN 

ITEM: Jn an April 25th editorial praising the notion of collective action, the New York Times 
asserted: "It will generally be preferable for the United States to contribute troops, logistical 
support or financing to an effective peacekeeping force than to play global cop by itself: That is 
why the Clinton Administration's draft policy spelling out the criteria for American participation 
in U.N. peacekeeping makes good sense." 

CORRECTION: It makes no sense whatsoever for the U.S. to thin out the sovereignty of the 
red, white, and blue for the azure of the United Nations and its would-be global government. Nor 
are being a unilateral world policeman or a cog in the UN peacekeeping machine the only U.S. 
choices. Independence is still the guiding star for most Americans -- who would stay away from 
recruiting offices in droves if they knew that by enlisting they were going to become janissaries 
for the United Nations. 

The New York Times has in recent years been on a kick for a new world army. "If there 
is to be peace," contended the Times in May 1992, "it will be secured by a multinational force 
that monitors cease-fires ... and protects human rights. Blue-helmeted United Nations 
peacekeepers are doing just that..." 
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That is the oily ramp down which we are slipping. When more than a dozen U.S. troops 
were recently killed in a "friendly-fire" incident over northern Iraq, Vice President Al Gore even 
expressed his "condolences to the families of those who died in the service of the United 
Nations." 

And where is the UN's "peace"? Belgian servicemen, fed up with the slaughter they were 
witnessing on their UN assignment in Rwanda, put their bayonets to good use by slashing their 
blue berets into shreds. Moreover, in Bosnia-Hercegovina, where interventionists want the U.S. 
more deeply inveigled, the chain of command looks like Rube Goldberg dancing the Twist. 
"Leaving the commander in chief of U.S. armed forces out of the loop," reflected columnist 
Patrick Buchanan, "a British U.N. general won authorization from a Japanese U.N. bureaucrat, 
and the pair ordered U.S. fighter bombers into action." 

What is called in the military a "table of organization" is, as it relates to the new world 
army, nothing short of a blueprint for disaster. 

No Crusade vs. Beijing 

ITEM: /n the Washington Post for April 24th, Peter Behr reported that adopting voluntary' 
codes of conduct for doing business in Communist China "is a role U.S. business wants no part 
of, according to corporate leaders and heads of business lobbying organizations. 'We would find 
that very onerous,' said J. Tracy O'Rourke, chairman of Varian Associate Inc., and the next 
chairman of the National Association of Manufacturers. U.S. companies that tried to pressure 
China on human rights would soon be sent home, shut out of perhaps the most fantastic 
economic opportunity in history, business leaders say." 

CORRECTION: The charlatans of the Establishment who are now so eager to make a profit 
that they cannot even frown upon Red China's cruelties are among those who previously pushed 
for an international embargo against South Africa to "fight apartheid." In the case of South 
Africa, the malady to be corrected was said to be the lack of universal suffrage. In the case of 
Communist China, the malady that is ignored is one of universal suffering. 

Of course there have long been people who strain at a gnat but swallow a camel. Today's 
Pharisees somehow find a way to overlook certain violations of rights if complaining about it 
would bother communists. But not all Western commercial interests are willing to disregard the 
harsh situation in Communist China. Regardless of what other motives may come into play, 
labor leaders have nonetheless been among those to point out the ongoing, pitiless treatment by 
Beijing against its own people. 

For example, AFL-CIO President Lane Kirkland, referring to a report revealing that 
products made by the Chinese Army were being bought by U.S. companies, thus supporting 
Beijing's military, not long ago said this was another reason that Red China should not be 
granted extension of most favored nation (MEN) trading status. Kirkland also cited human rights 
abuses and the Chinese regime's mistreatment of workers: "It is our view that China has not met 
the most minimum conditions for satisfying the requirements of granting most favored nation 
treatment." 

The State Department has tried to downplay the assistance given to Red China's military, 
using as an excuse the reasoning that in a communist country the state's influence is bound to be 
comprehensive and unavoidable. Such is the indisputable Foggy Bottom logic: You must forgive 
communists for acting like communists because, after all, they live in a dictatorship. Current 
Democratic strategy is to try to find some sort of modified sanctions against Beijing, so the 
President won't be seen as an obvious liar when he ignores the prerequisites for MFN that he set, 
and so most trade will continue. 
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But don't think that the Clinton Administration isn't willing to impose sanctions on 
Chinese, for it has done just this -- against the Free Chinese on Taiwan. Because Taipei refused 
to crack down sufficiently on the sale of tiger bones and rhinoceros horns, President Clinton 
recently announced trade sanctions against Taiwan, declaring: "This is the first time any country 
has acted on the international call for trade sanctions to protect endangered species, but if the 
illegal trade in rhinos and tigers is not eliminated, these species could be extinct in five years. 
The world must know that the United States will take strong actions to protect the earth's natural 
resources.” 

Of course there is also trade in such animal parts -- used in aphrodisiacs and medical 
potions in Asia -- on the Chinese mainland. But the Administration says the communist Chinese 
have made sufficient progress, so sanctions aren't required against them. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 
British Breakdown 

Gun control advocates have for decades cited Great Britain as an example of a country 
made safe by anti-firearm statutes. On April 19th, however, a dispatch from London by Wall 
Street Journal reporter Kevin Helliker revealed, "In a nation so restrictive of guns that most 
police officers don't carry them, more and more criminals do. Incidents of armed robbery have 
more than doubled since 1983. Guns are bought on the street these days as easily as drugs. Last 
month, a motorcyclist, stopped for a routine license check here, shot and seriously wounded two 
police officers, neither of whom was armed. The attempted holdup of a candy store last month 
was committed by a gun-toting assailant described as eight years old." 

During the past decade, Helliker wrote, "reported crime has doubled, and it has tripled in 
categories such as rape and serious assault." London's burglary rate is nearly double that of New 
York. Understandably, London's burglars "increasingly prefer striking when occupants are home, 
since alarms and locks tend to be disengaged and intruders have little to fear from unarmed 
residents." 

Incredibly, some members of Parliament are advocating additional gun control as a 
solution to the burgeoning British crime problem. Their remarkable premise, wrote Helliker, is 
that "even criminals have a sense of fair play." Authorities "concede that regulation won't keep 
guns out of the hands of criminals," but they hope that as long as "homeowners, shopkeepers and 
most police don't carry guns ... criminals won't feel the need to own -- or use -- them." 

Since the country's already draconian anti-gun statutes are subject to varying 
interpretations, "requirements for obtaining a license differ from region to region." Shotgun 
licenses, the easiest to obtain, require an applicant to "pay a fee of £17 (about $25) and fill out an 
application explaining why and where he plans to use the gun (sport is acceptable, self-protection 
isn't), submit a letter from a doctor or other qualified professional attesting to a sound state of 
mind, and construct a burglar-proof storage cabinet. After all that, a local police superintendent 
can reject the request. The only recourse, an expensive proposition, is to go to court." 

Or, Britons may opt to acquire guns for self-protection illegally, and take their chances 
with the anti-gun laws. Consider the case of Ahmed Muhsen. "One night two years ago," 
Helliker wrote, "three burglars kicked in the door of a grocery that Mr. Muhsen was guarding in 
Liverpool and, despite his warnings, came toward him wielding clubs. Producing a Browning 
pistol that he had bought on the street for the equivalent of $45, Mr. Muhsen fired once, killing 
one intruder and scaring off the other two. 

"At Mr. Muhsen's trial last month on charges of manslaughter and owning an unlicensed 
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pistol, the judge expressed more outrage at Britain's burglars than at Mr. Muhsen. 'In my view, ' 
the judge told the defendant, 'your reaction was one which most people in your position might 
well have displayed.’ He then sentenced him to a year in prison." 

Guns for Thugs 

Law-abiding citizens have been urged to turn in their guns for cash, sports tickets, 
clothes, and even free vehicle towing service. In sharp contrast to such counterproductive "crime 
fighting" nonsense, John Robertson, owner of Robertson's Jewelry and Firearms in Henderson, 
Tennessee, is sponsoring a "Turn in a Criminal, Get a Gun" program. The project, which has the 
blessing of the Chester County sheriff and the local Crimestoppers program, offers from $25 to 
$200 toward the purchase of a firearm at Robertson's store for information given to 
Crimestoppers that leads to the arrest and indictment of a criminal (including crooked lawyers 
and judges). The offer is in addition to any Crimestoppers reward. 

"Free State" Flop 

In 1988 Maryland voters approved a state referendum banning the inexpensive handguns 
derisively labeled "Saturday Night Specials." Many advocates of the law contended that it would 
cause the crime rate to fall. Others admitted that it might not, but argued "We'll never know until 
we see the law in action." 

The statute has been "in action" since January 1, 1990. Summarizing its impact, writer 
Christopher Muldor reported in the April 1st Baltimore Sun that from "1988 to 1992 (the last 
year for which complete Uniform Crime Reports are available) the murder rate in Maryland 
increased by 24.7 percent, compared with a 10.7 percent increase in the United States as a whole, 
and 12.8 percent in the neighboring states of Virginia and Pennsylvania." Furthermore, between 
"1988 and 1992 the robbery rate in Maryland increased by 42.4 percent, compared with 19.3 
percent nationwide. In Virginia, the increase was 22.5 percent; in Pennsylvania, 30.8 percent." 

Officer Joins NRA 

Last fall DeKalb County, Georgia police officer Tina Dillard was hospitalized after being 
shot in the line of duty. She was subsequently interviewed by NBC-TV Today Show host Katie 
Couric, who asked her about the need for more gun control laws. Officer Dillard replied: 
"Personally, I don't think that would have any effect, because what it does is make it harder for 
law-abiding citizens who want to get weapons to protect their homes and families." 

On February 6th of this year, Officer Dillard was presented with a life membership in the 
National Rifle Association, at which time she assured her NRA hosts that she is not backing off 
from her pro-gun stance. 

Pun Control 

One of the top ten puns for 1993, as selected by John S. Crosbie, chairman of the 
International Save the Pun Foundation and publisher of the foundation's monthly newsletter the 
Pundit, involved a young woman driver who attempted to light a cigarette, only to have her 
sleeve catch fire. "She was able to stop the car and get out, but in her panic she just stood there 
flailing her arm helplessly. A state patrol officer saw her, stopped and gave her a ticket. 'What's 
this for?' the injured woman cried as she blew out the flames. 'Brandishing a firearm,' the officer 
explained." 


-- ROBERT W. LEE 
PUBLISHER'S PAGE Who's in Charge of Our 


Military? 
John F. McManus 
In mid-April, blue-helmeted British General Michael Rose got together with the top UN 
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diplomat in Bosnia, Yasushi Akashi of Japan, and the UN Secretary-General, Egyptian 
bureaucrat Boutros Boutros-Ghali, and the trio ordered U.S. fighter planes into action in Bosnia. 

There wasn't any on-the-spot consultation with U.S. leaders, and President Clinton wasn't 
contacted. Nor was Congress brought into the loop. Obviously, the UN already had been 
supplied the authority to steer our forces into a combat mission. And the field commanders and 
pilots wearing the uniform of the United States of America complied with the order emanating 
from the British general, the Japanese diplomat, and the Egyptian bureaucrat. 

Does the United States still control its military forces? Or are we already to a point where 
the world body is boss? 

What About the Constitution? 

There is no authorization anywhere in the U.S. Constitution to sanction the action 
described above. Yet the President and the majority of our congressmen have obviously allowed 
this use of our armed forces. Never mind that they have sworn an oath to uphold the 
Constitution. 

And, of course, Americans serving in the military have also sworn a solemn oath to the 
Constitution. Because they are under orders from above, they have been put in a terrible position. 

The Constitution states that the President "shall be the Commander in Chief" of our 
armed forces. But that does not mean he can do with them whatever he wishes. They are not his 
plaything, and they are not his to assign the role of UN globocop. He is limited by another 
portion of the Constitution, the clause wherein Congress is given the sole authority to declare 
war. If the President can't declare war, he can't send the military into war by his own decree. And 
if the Tenth Amendment means anything, neither he nor Congress should be allowed to assume 
powers not explicitly granted by the Constitution. 

The issue here comes down to the basic purpose of having a military. According to James 
Madison, our nation's armed forces were created and the warmaking power was granted to 
Congress to provide this nation with "security against foreign danger." They were not assembled 
for the President or the Congress to use them to settle disputes between factions, nations, or 
groups of nations elsewhere in the world. They are to be employed solely to protect the lives and 
property of the citizens of this nation. 

When the United States Senate ratified the UN Charter and placed our nation into the 
world body, numerous senators expressed their concern about how our military might be used by 
the world body. Though he later voted for entry into the UN himself, Senator Burton Wheeler of 
Montana accurately predicted what would happen when he told fellow senators on June 24, 
1945, "If we enter into this treaty, we take power away from the Congress, and the President can 
send troops all over the world to fight battles everywhere." 

This is exactly what has happened: in Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, and several other world hot 
spots, and it is now happening in Bosnia -- in spite of the clear intent of the Constitution. In fact, 
there has not been a congressional declaration of war since World War II. Yet our troops are 
stationed practically everywhere throughout the world and are being used at the pleasure of the 
President with the eager acquiescence of the UN. They may already be under overall UN 
command, as the scenario just played out in Bosnia seems to indicate. 

In 1950, President Truman sent U.S. troops into Korea in response to the communist 
North Korean invasion of South Korea. Asked where he got the authority to take such a step, he 
stated that if he could send troops to NATO, which he had already done, he could send them to 
Korea. NATO, of course, is a UN subsidiary. 

When NATO was proposed in 1949, Senator Robert Taft opposed U.S. entry. Having 
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previously voted for U.S. membership in the UN and then come to regret doing so, he stated, 
"The UN has become a trap; let's go it alone." He told his Senate colleagues that he objected to 
further involvement in the UN's web via NATO because it "obligates us to go to war at any time 
... anyone makes an armed attack on any of 12 nations." NATO has now grown to include more 
than 12 nations, and there are proposals to welcome others into the alliance. 

Bring Our Troops Home! 

Legitimate emergencies requiring the use of U.S. troops anywhere in the world can now 
be addressed virtually overnight from bases within our nation's borders. Therefore, it is time to 
bring our troops home. 

It is also time to extricate this nation from the United Nations, NATO, and any other 
commitment where the use of American troops might be dictated by a President who is 
exceeding his authority, or by a United Nations that never should be given any say over their 
deployment. 

Bringing the troops home is an essential first step toward withdrawing from the United 
Nations -- which is exactly what any member of Congress who means business with that oath to 
the Constitution should advocate. 
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